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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM AND ITS SIGNIFI~CE 
statement of ~ Problem: Probably the most important lesson 
man can learn is that the more he does learn, the more he must realr 
ize how little he really lmows. Ma.ny will not dispute the thought 
that potentiall.J" we are 'at the brink of a push-button, if not burden-
free world. :Man!.s progress just in the last fifty years has been 
phenomenal .and awesome. Yet it can be answered for:. initiative is 
man~s necessity :and time his greatest natural resource. 
In our ovm government appropriations, such as for military de-
fense, foreign aid, and most recently highwey construction, prodi-
giousness is the order of the day. These ,appropriations, exorbitant 
as they .ll1aY seem, :are justified. The result of military defense is 
national security. The result of foreign .aid is friendship. The 
result of highway construction is ~he saving of human lives • 
.l.s indivi~ua.l.s, we often treat. ourselve_s to occasional imagi-
nary trips into the world of tomorrow. This in itself is harmless. 
But when such mental wandering comes .at the expense of closing our 
eyes to imperfections in the contemporary scene, it is .a most tragic 
blunder. 
Unfortunately, such neglect has been true with housing in the 
United States. One can literally walk from a quiet, lovely neighbor-
hood in practica.l:cy .any city in .America to a dilapidated or run-dovm 
2. 
section. Daniel F. Burns, Executive Director of the Cambridge Hous-
ing Authority hit at this very point when he stated: 110ne of the 
enigmas to foreign visitors to this country is that the United States, 
which is regarded as the richest and most powerful country in the 
world, should have such a heavy concentration of slums in which we 
1 
require our citizens ·to be born, live, and die." 
Urban Renewal is an effective .anBWer to the disheartening in-
adequacy of housing in America. Past housing projects were concerned 
with eliminating slums. Urban Renewal does not stop there. Rather, 
it functipns to eliminate the causes of slum <and blight as 1fell. 
Public Relations Significance: When President Eisenhower 
spoke to Congress giving recommendations for the Hous~gAct 6f 1954, 
he said: "In order to clear slums and blighted areas and to improve 
our conmrunities, we Ililst eliminate the causes of slum .and blight. 
This is essentially :a. p:r;oblem for our cities. However, federal as-
sistance is justified for communities which face up to the problem 
of neighborhood decay and undertake long-range programs directed to 
2 
its prevention." 
1 
Daniel F. Bums, •Urban Redevelopment .:and Renewal, n 
Cambridge Courier, March 22, 1956. 
2 
•How Localities Can Develop a Workable Program for 
Urb:an Renewal," Housing and ~ Finance .Agency, (Washington, D.C.: 
United States Government Printing Office, IUI.rch, 1948), p. 2. 
Urban Renewal must reach fruition at the conmunity level. In 
order to do this, the support and vital resources must be received 
from local offici:al.s, various organizations, landlords, and tenants. 
Public Relations, then, has tbe all-important task of formulating and 
carrying out long-range, coDIDllllity-.. 'ide programs that ldll create :and 
insure support and participation from these publics . 
It is a diff icult task, yet it. is a worthy one. llice Gorman 
puts it this <Wey: •In the entire r.ange of government .activity there 
is perhaps no more crucial need for sensitive, intellieent public re-
lAtions guidance than in housing, slum clearanc~, redevelopment, and 
3 
neighborhood conservation." 
3 
iAl.ice Gorman, "Public Relations and Urban Renewal," 
NAHRO, Chicago: National Association of Housing and Redevelopment 
Officials, January, 1956, P• 1. 
1 
-Acco~g to Ilr. h~ itt S..t r, t h :COnditi«t. ot houuing 
in the United St-ate h . b en a-.oe:ral.l,y · 'ectQ<i.-sine · d · reasion 
th probl eleat"l,y 
on: 
uwwa Ail at iila,t 1\ is en. ' ted that bet -. t - ana 
ricans eo l1Y$ in cit.ie : nnd to-:_ a, liTe in· slums 
2 
'This uld. h ·. lOCtllit.iea · rray t b · <?0- t. o! clo· rin ~ci 
for red 'i . opment.... Ho ·ov r • .lo.cality .could 
. (:ond1-
l. .. :
D:lroct.o o --(Bost.on) 
~-,.,at.ration Pro · • 
ea R.euarc.b of tb Orb&n B:ece · al 
2 
3 
families who would be relocated.. . Under Title rp: of the act, new 
units of low-rent puplic housing can be constructed. Priority will 
be given to eligible lo"VJ-i.l'lcorne f:amilies displaced by redevelopment 
proj'ects • 
.!llthough the Housing Act of 1949 was a step in the right di-
rection, it simply did not come far enoo.gh. Its limits were clearly 
defined: The elimination of sub-standard housing through clearance. 
It became apparent that urban areas were deteriorating faster than 
redevelopment projects were being put up. The Housing 1ict of 1949 
was effective corrective legislation; however, this proved to be in-
sufficient. The problem could not be eradicated without corrective 
.and preventative legislation. 
Housing ~ 2f 122lt: The Federal assistance to communities 
for clearance, which was authorized in the Housing Act of 1949, was 
incorporated into the Housing !Act of 1.954. In addition, the latter 
enabled localities to receive .assistance for "preventing ·the spread 
of slums and urban blight through the rehabilitation and conserva-
4 
tion of blighted and deteriorating areas .. 11 The Housing lAct of 1954 
further specified: 
3 
~ .. 
4 
"Brief SUmnary of Housing :Act of 1954 Public Law 560, 
83rd Congress 68 Stat. 590,• Housing and~ Finance Agency, 
(Washington, D.C., .August 2, 1954), p:-6. 
6 • 
.I.oans and grants are provided for plans for voluntary re-
pairs and rehabilitation of buildings, :and for clearance of 
deteriorated structures, reconstruction of streets, and nec-
essary improvement.s. N~:w Contracts for Federal assistance 
under Title I cannot be entered into unless the local co~ 
unity making application has presented and the Housing Ad-
ministrator has approved a workable program for elimination 
and prevention of slums and urban blight. Grants are auth-
oriEed to localities to assist in developing, testing, and 
reporting on improved techniques for preventing and elim-
inating slums and blight. 5 
Urban Renewal: Urban Renewal is the name given to this new 
ntota1 approach• to redevelopment and prevention of alum and blight. 
It is carried out at the community level. The three main features 
of Urban Renewal are: 
1. Redevelopment-tearing down property that provides no 
other alternatives. 
2. Rehabilitation-of pa.rtia.lly blighted :areas, rith Feder.al 
financial aid. 
3. Conservation-of .areas not blighted, but showing signs 
of deterioration. 
Urban Renewal works as follows. The local government will pay 
one-third of the net cost of Urban Renewal. The remaining two-thirds 
l'lill be paid by the Federal government in the form of ;a grant. The 
6 
Renevva.l Information Service of NAHRO explains that "the local dollar 
does not have to be in cash: local expenditures for streets, sewerage 
projects, schools, parks--money spent for :any or all of these facilities 
5 
~., P• 6-7. 
6 
National. .Association of Housing and Redevelopment Of-
ficials, 1313 E. 60th street, Chicago 37, Illinois. 
7. 
to serve an Urban Renewal area can be credited -against the locality's 
share of the cost.n 
Seven steps !:.£ :2; Workable Program.: In order for a community 
to qualify for Federal assistance for Urban Renewal programs under 
the Housing lAct of 1954, it llllst firts prepare -a aworkable program. 11 
This must be approved by Mr. Albert .M. Cole, iAdministrator of the 
Housing and Home Fin-ance ,Agency of the Federal government. The 
Housing and Home Finance .Agency lists the seven steps to a workable 
7 
program as follows: 
1.. Sound local housing and health codes. 
2.. ;A general "master" plan for the commu.nity!.s development. 
3· Basic .analyses of neighborhoods and the kind of treatment 
needed. 
4. .!'An effective administrative organization to run the group. 
5. Financial capacity to carry out the program. 
6. Rehousing of displaced persons and families. 
7. Full-fledged, community-wide citi~enship participation 
and support. 
Without .a . workable program, Urban Renewal is impossible; it 
8 
must be given much thought and careful planning. 
7 
"The Workable Program--What It I .s, u Housing -~ ~ 
Finance -~gency {Washington, D.C.: United states Government Print-
ing Office, September, 1955), P• 3· 
8 
For :a more detailed explanation of the seven steps to :a 
workable program see 11How Localities Can Develop a Workable Pro--
gram for Urban Renewal," £2• cit., pp. 5-10. 
8. 
Urban Renewal .!:2£ Cambridge: The city of Cambridge, Massa-
chusetts, is often referred to ;as the University City. It is the 
home of t-wo of the finest educational institutions in the United 
states-Harvard University and Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 
Cambridge has 120,740 persons living ~thin a total city .area of 
9 
approximately six square miles. This f ;actor has contributed large-
1y to the city! s housing woes. 
On September 20, 1955, the city of Cambridge received word 
from Washington that the Housing and Home Finance Agency had approved 
its program for slum clearance and redevelopment. Two areas in 
Cambridge are effected. They are the Rogers Block .and the River-
view Area. 
Rogers Block: The Rogers Block is a blighted residential 
area. of over four acres, .and is :adjacent to Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology. There .are nearly one hundred apartments in it, but 
practicaLly all of them have been vacant for years. The Rogers 
Block no longer has a future as a residential area, but is consid-
ered to have a 11high potential for commercial or light industrial 
use." The Cambridge Housing Authority plans to relocate f -amilies, 
demolish all the structures, level and grade the land, ,and sell it 
10 
to ·a redeveloper. 
9 
Information obtained from the Housing Association of Greater 
Boston, ]4, Somerset Street, Boston, Massachusetts. 
10 
~ Boston Dai].y Globe, September 21, 1955. 
9. 
Riverview :!.!:!.!: This is an area of two and one half acreas 
along the Charles River. It is less than one mile southwest of 
Harvard Square. The Cambridge Housing ~uthority! s redevelopment 
program proposes apartments for persons in the middle and high in-
come brackets at the Riverview :Area. 
It is estimated that 144 famil.i.es will have to be relocated. 
Of this number, some l25 families will be relocated from the Rogers 
Block. Cambridge will take over the Rogers Block and the Riverview 
11 
Area by eminent domain and then resell them to private owners. The 
Federal government, by virtue of the Housing Act of 1954, will pay 
two-thirds. 
ll 
~· 
CHAPTER III 
OBJECTIVES OF THE srUDY 
In preparing its workable program for renewal and redevel-
opment so that Federal .assistance could be received under the Hous-
ing ~ct of 1954, the Cambridge Housing ~uthority gave lengthy con-
sideration to point three of the seven steps to .a workable program. 
This was: Basic '8ll~ses of neighborhoods :and the kind of treatment 
needed. The Cambridge Planning Board would make neighborhood ana1yses 
of its oim; but it realized that it would be better still if a group 
having no connection with the city of Cambridge were to make a sup-
plementary study. The Research Division of the Boston University 
School of Public Relations and Conmunications, !mown to have given 
assistance to rmmi.cipal institutions in the past, was approached. 
Discussion meetings were held with Dr. Nathan Uaccoby, Director of 
the Division of Research at the School.. It was decided that Cambridge 
areas would be surveyed as a semester project of the graduate class 
in Communications Research Methods. 
The class was conducted by Dr • .Ma.ccoby ·and Dr. Bernard J. Fine. 
Under their supervision, the class was divided into groups, each with 
team leaders, to work out objectives for the stucy. Each of the 
class teams held informal lfbr.a.i..nstorming" sessions. The following 
general objectives were proposed. 
ll. 
General Objectives: 
l. To find out what the people, those in the Rogers .and 
Riverside areas, general~ ~ about their Urban 
Renewal project. 
2. To find out how these same people ~ about the Urban 
Renewal project. 
3. To find out the attitudes of tenants, landlords, .and 
businessmen toward housing problems. 
1After this was done, the instructors met with the students 
yo work out specific objectives. The best suggestions from the 
class were pooled; the following were decided on. 
Specific Objectives: 
1. To determine pertinent factors .associ,ated with particu-
lar attitudes as to: 
a. age 
b. ethnic background 
c. economic stat us 
d. income 
e. sex 
2. To determine present attitudes of the people as related 
to the amount of information and knowledge they possess 
regarding the Urban Renewal project. 
3. Break-down of landlords into resident .and absentee land-
lo~ categories. 
4. To determine their ·attitudes against removal as against 
renovational concepts. 
5. Tenants: 
a. Determine reasons for their living in the area. 
b. Find out how long they have lived in the area. 
c. Find out their attitudes toward pczy-ing an increase 
in rent. 
6. To determine .attitudes of landlords and tenants toward 
the role of the government. 
7. To deternrlne attitudes of landlords and tenants regard-
ing dislocational factor brought about by the redevel-
opment project. 
8. To determine attitudes of landlords with tenants in re-
spect to the idea of whether or not the forthcoming 
project will decrease crime and fire hazards and in-
crease favorablY health and environmental conditions. 
9. To determine how the respondents got their information 
so as to form their attitudes regarding the Urban Re-
newal project. 
10. To determine attitudes of bus.L.'"lessm.en toward issues of 
taxation, renovation, and eviction. 
Once the citizens! knowledge, opinions, and attitudes were 
,ascertained, coordinating the broad program for Urban Renewal .and 
redevelopment in the city by the Cambridge Housing Authority would 
be simplified. The survey would ·also \Ulcover guides for securing 
citizenship participation, step seven of the workable program. 
CHAPTER IV 
ME!' HOD 
There were two paramount considerations in making this study. 
The first was to take a survey that would be of maximum value to the 
Cambridge Housing ;Authority in its planning for Urban Renewal -and re-
development. The second was to attempt to make findings that would 
be of assistance to other conmunities throughout .America, -Mrlch are 
or will be considering renewal projects. This was felt justified, 
since Urban Renewal is so far-reaching in its scope and potential, 
that it is expected to win a permanent place in the American scene. 
Questionnaire: In accordance with the objectives, questionnaires 
were constructed for tenants and landlords. They contained two parts. 
The first was a facesheet, or a series of questions concerning the re-
spondent 1 s background. The second part was made up of opinion-attitude 
questions related to the specific concepts of renewal and redevelopment. 
fA complete copy of the tenant questionnaire is included in Appendix a. 
§ample: It was decided to select the tenants to be interviewed 
from two areas. One would be representative of typical neighborhoods, 
posing no particularly unique problems. The other would be a "trouble 
spot" in the city~-a neighborhood in which living conditions in general 
were run dow. The opinions of tenants residing in these two neighbor-
hood areas would be compared, adding more validity to the study. Neigh-
borhood 7, occupying census tracts 15 and 19, was selected as the •trouble 
14-
spot.• The other areas i...'l which tenants would be interviewed were 
in areas other than Neighborhood 7. The Riverview !Area is in census 
tract 19 of Neighborhood 7; the Rogers Block is in census tract 4 of 
Neighborhood 4· 
Neighborhood 1: fudless minutiae can be presented; however, for 
the purposes of this study, only the most relevant will be given. These 
facts are few, but they are powerful. Indeed, there are some features 
about Neighborhood. 7 that would keep ;an inspired sociologist long bent 
in study. 
The highest percentage for dilapidation in Cambridge is recorded 
for census tract 15 of Neighborhood 7. In this area, 47% of the units 
1 
are without central heating; the median rent is twenty-four dollars. 
OnJ.;v .a part of Neighborhood 7 is of good residential status. The rest 
of the ;area is largely commercial, and occupied by fll4rv'.ard University. 
Juvenile delinquency, crime prevention cases, and truency are all high 
2 
in Neighborhood 7. It comes as no surprise that playground facilities 
in the area a.re inadequate. 
Selection g! Respondents: The names of the tenants and landlords 
3 
in Neighborhood. 7 and tenants :and landlords living in other areas were 
scientific~ arranged. This was done to avoid a bias in the sample. 
1 
'"Social Characteristics of Cambridge Neighborhoods," (Cambridge: 
Cambridge Planning Bo-ard in Collaboration with Cambridge Social Agency 
Executives, 1953), P• )4. 
2 
!2i<!· 
3 
Hereafter, the areas other than those in Neighborhood 7 will 
be referred to as Other Neighborhoods. 
15. 
That is, every person must have a statistically equal chance to be 
selected for the interviewing. The totals for the interviewing were: 
97 tenants in Neighborhood 7; 94 tenants in Other Neighborhoods; 20 
landlords in Neighborhood 7; ,and 7 ~andlords in Other Neighborhoods. 
Prior to taking the final interviews, :a. pretest was t :aken. 
This was to test the questionnaire-to leam if there was anything 
misleading or v.ague in it. In other words, the pretest was taken to 
see if the questionnaire "reached" the respondents. After the pretest 
was taken, all the necessary corrections were made, and the final ques-
tionnaire was reaey. Those sampled in the pretest were persons whose 
homes were not in either Neighborhood 7 or other Neighborhoods. 
Interviews: The c~ass, eighteen in number, completed 218 inter-
views.. Before this, however, they were given instruction in (1) Inter-
view Preparation and Approach, (2) .Asking the Questions .and (3) Record-
ing Answers to Questions. 
The students were ,advised that ~espondents are not receptive 
when they open their doors to someone who manages a quick smile, and 
proceeds to run through a prepared or •cannedu speech, however golden 
the rhetoric may be.. Conciseness and simplicity are the guides in 
the matter of interview :Language. Students were also discouraged from 
explaining the meaning of questions. There would be too much chance 
of the respondent! s answer being affected by the interviewer! s inter-
pretation. Usually, repeating the question will suffice. The most 
important thing the interviewer should do is explain immediately that 
16. 
he is not 11the law, 11 "the truant officer, u or the "FuJ.:l.er brush man. n 
This is not meant to be taken lightly; people usua.lly resent an in-
trusion on their homes. A complete copy of the instructions to in-
tervieVfers is included in Appendix B. 
Coding: mtlce the interviews were taken, the next step was 
codlng. This was done by re-rec:tding the questions and determining 
how many possible answers could be given to each question. Each 
-answer, or response, was given a code number. For example, #1 could 
mean ttyes, u #2 •no, a: #3 "don~ t know, n #4 "no answer, 11 The responses 
that would appear in several questions, such as the four just listed, 
were given a code number to be kept constant for all the questions. 
This master code actually .assigns nUID.erical values to responses. 
It :also makes the information easily transfer~ble to IBM cards. Once 
the coding was done, the infonnation was penciled onto coding sheets. 
On these sheets were rows of ruled boxes in which the code numbers 
would be placed. The question numbers were printed above the boxes. 
Column numbers were below. The IBM machine can record responses for 
eighty columns on its standard punch cards. The ruled boxes were sub-
divided perpendicularly so that the code numbers for multiple-response 
questions could be recorded. 
For example, tenant question #54 was: "mlat organi~tions in 
Cambridge do you belong to?.• The code was: 
1- veter211s organization 
2- fraternal organization 
3- social organization 
4- educational organisation 
5- civic organization 
6- religious organization 
17. 
The ruled box for this question (and all others depending on the 
number of possible responses) contained the perpendicular subdivi-
sions that would record :any or all six of the code nwnbers. 
The class project ended with the completion of the coding. 
The :author of this thesis carried the study on from that point. The 
coding had to be checked for errors, which is why it was done in pencil. 
In correcting the coding for errors, the coding sheets were run through 
again to make sure that the proper code number was transferred to them. 
This was deBe. Then all the responses l'lhich were categorized as •other" 
responses were studied .agaii1. These were unique responses for which 
the master code could not record. 
In only :a fe:w instances were there enough identical "other" 
responses to justify .adding another code. But when it was needed, 
it lia s done. The code sheets were then taken to the IBM laboratoxy. 
Here, sets of standard eighty-column cards were made for each code 
sheet. 1An IBM Key Punch machine then transferred the information 
from the code sheets to the cards. 
Tabulation: The next step following the coding was the tabu-
l ation. This tWas .also done cat the IBM laboratory. From the punch 
cards, column distributions were made. That is, the total. number of 
cmswers given to the questions were recorded. Evexy code, \Whether it 
wa.s a fldon!.t lalow,u or 11other,• or 11no answer" is technically an answer 
:and is listed. From this information it was possible to make a ser-
ies of statistical t ·ables sh~-ing how the questions were answered. 
In these tables the responses and percentages recorded for Neighbor-
18. 
hood 7 tenants were compared against t he same information for Other 
Neighborhoods; then Neighborhood 7 tenants were compared .against 
Neig~borhood 7 landlords. The total of the number of responses .:and 
the percentages--of one group .against another--were then checked for 
significant st:atistical difference. This information is presented 
in Chapter V. 
CH'J.\PTER V 
RESULTS 
This chapter contains four parts. Part. I includes a pre-
sentation of the background dat:a for tenants living in Neighborhood 
7 :and Other Neighborhoods. Part II entails the opinions .and atti-
tudes of these tenants. Part III contains the opinions and atti-
tud4s of tenants ;and landlords living in Neighborhood 7. Part IV 
represents responses to opinion...,attitude questions which apply par-
ticularly to landlords. 
It should be noted that :a difference between percentages was 
accepted .as significant .at the .o5 level or less • . "Significant dif-
ference" is a statistical term referring to the degree to "nich a 
given difference between percentages is attributable to something 
other than cl'.ance. When a difference is accepted as significant 
at the .05 level, this means that 95% of the time there is assurance 
that the difference was not attributable to a chance factor. The per-
1 
centage recorded is called a p or probability v£lue. 
1 
For a more thorough explanation of significant difference 
consult Davi.d Manning Jfui'&e <and Seymour Levine, Elementan:: statistics 
for Journalists, (New York: The Macmillan Company, 19.54), pp. 46-52. 
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PART I: BACKGROUND OF TEliANTS IN NEIGHBORHOOD 7 ~D OTHER 
NEIGHBORHOODS . 
Characteristics of Respondents: 
Sex 
ma:le 
female 
.. -~ ·., .. 
~ £1. Respondent 
Neighborhood 7 
N* % 
46 47·4 
51 52.6 
97 100.0 
*N represents the total number in the sample. 
other Neighborhoods 
N % 
25 26.6 
69 73.J. 
94 100.0 
20. 
Table 2 shows the number of children per family in Neighbor-
hood 7 and other Neighborhoods. 
Table~ 
Number of Children in Apartment 
Number of children 
none 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 or more 
not ascertained 
Neighborhood 7 
N % 
4S 49.5 
11 11..3 
10 10.3 
9 9-.3 
9 9·3 
4 4.1 
2 2.1 
3 3-1 
1 l.Q 
97 100.0 
other Neighborhoods 
N ~ 
69 73-4 
15 16.0 
5 5.3 
0 0 
1 1.1 
0 0 
0 0 
1 1.1 
_ _.3..... 3.;c 
~ 94 100.0 
As shown in Table 3, there wer~ more foreign bom tenants in 
Neighborhood 7 than in other Neighborhoods. 
origin 
native 
foreign 
not :ascertained 
Table _2 
Place of Birth 
Neighborhood 7 
N % 
73 75-3 
24 24·7 
__Q_ 0 
97 100.0 
Other Neighborhoods 
N % 
81 86.2 
12 12.8 
-...:!:..... 1.1 
94 100.0 
21.. 
Table 4 gives the breakdown of the two neighborhood areas by 
descent. Neighborhood 7 has a greater proportion of Western European 
stock than do the other Neighborhoods.. Unfortunately, many respon-
dents .answered in terms of race or religion, rahher than descent. 
Of further interest is the larger proportion of respondents not an-
swering the question in the Other Neighborhoods. 
Table It 
Descent of Tenants 
Neighborhood 7 Other Neighborhoods 
descent N ~ N :!! 
English, Scotch, Irish, 
Welsh 25 25.8 28 29.8 
German, ,Austrian and 
other Middle Europeans 6 6.2 7 7.4 
French, Spanish, Portuguese 
and otherWester.n 
Europeans 15 15 .. 5 1 1.1 
It·ali'Bn, Greek, Southern 
Europeans 4 4.1 1 1.1 
Scandinavian 0 0 2 2.1 
Russian, Polish, Eastern 
Europeans 4 4.1 5 5 .. 3 
Eastern 2 2.1 0 0 
Far Eastern 1 l.ID 0 0 
others - "Jewish," 
"Negro," etc. 29 29.9 16 17.0 
not .ascertained 11 1112 14 ~~.2 
97 100.0 94 100.0 
In general, the characteristics of the respondents were that 
t hey were largely females. The majority of respondents in both areas 
I 
have no children.. But of those who did, the larger families were 
recorded for Neighborhood 7 tenants. .Although most of the respon-
dents in both Neighborhood 7 ·and Other Neighborhoods were native 
born, there :were many more foreign born respondents living in Neigh-
borhood 7. However, this foreign born element does not necessarily 
make a communications barrier to public relations efforts. Most 
of the respondents in both neighborhood areas are English speaking 
. :• . 
22. 
people. 
Housing characteristics: 
Table 5 refers to the size of the tenants! . . apartments. Ten-
ants in :area 7 :appear to have five or more rooms. The difference 
between the two groups yielded a p value of < .01. 
Number of rooms 
less than five 
five or more 
not ascertained 
Table ..2. 
Size of ~partment 
Neighborhood 7 
N % 
47 48.4 
49 50.5 
_..;:::::1:.... 1.0 
97 100.0 
Other Neighborhoods 
N % 
58 61.7 
31 33.0 
-..t~-5-. 5.3 
94 100.0 
While it :was expected that there would be a significant dif-
ference in bathroom facilities for the two ,areas, none was found. 
The breakdown for bathroom facilities is shown in Table 6. 
Table 6 
.-
Bathroom Facilities 
Neighborhood 7 Other Neighborhoods 
facilities N a! N ~ 
private toilet, ri.th 
bathtub and/or shower 86 88.7 89 94·7 
private toilet without 
bathtub or shOl'ler 5. 5.2 2 2.1 
shared toilet nth bath-
tub ,;md/or shower 1 1.0 1 1.1 
Shares bathtub or shower 2 2.1 1 1.1 
no toilet, bathtub or show-
er either private or 
shared 1 1.0 0 0 
not ascertained ~ 2.;L 1 l.tl 
97 100.0 94 100.0 
The differences in the facilities of central heating .and elec-
tricity in the two samples !are shown in Table 7. -'A higher percentage 
of respondents in other Neighborhoods have cent:ral. heating than do 
Neighborhood 7 tenants. Both areas are .about equal.ly equipped with 
electricity. The difference between Neighborhood 7 :and other Neigh-
borhoods in tenns of central heating yielded a p v-alue of< .61. 
Table 1 
Cent:ral Heating .and Elecit:ricity 
Neighborhood 7 Other Neighborhoods 
facilities N % N % 
has both central. heating 
"1 ••• 
.and electricity 69 71.1 87 92.6 
has central heating but 
no electricity 2 2.1 0 0 
has electricity but no 
central heating 24 24·7 7 - 7.4 
not ascertained 2 2.1 0 0 
97 100.0 94 100.0 
Table 8 represents responses to the question of av-ailability 
of running water. More tenants in Other Neighborhoods had hot .and 
cold running water. A significant difference of<. .01 was obtained. 
It should be noted that on the basis of the pre-survey information 
concerning Neighborhood 7, it had been expected that considerably 
fewer than 87.6% had been expected to have both hot and cold rurming 
water. 
facilities 
has hot and cold running 
water 
has only cold running 
water 
has no running water 
not .ascertained 
Table ~ 
Running Water 
Neighborhood 7 
N % 
85 87.6 
9 9·3 
1 1.0 
2 2.1 
97 100 .. 0 
other Neighborhoods 
N % 
93 98.9 
1 1.1 
0 0 
0 0 
94 100.0 
On the whole then, the general charc;,cteristics of the hous-
ing in the two samples was that Neighborhood 7 tended to have larger 
apartments than Other Neighborhoods. This is likely related to the 
fact brought out earlier, that there was a larger number of children 
per fa.mily recorded in Neighborhood 7. Other data which points out 
that living conditions in Neighborhood 7 Are more inadequate than 
in Other Neighborhoods was in bathroom facilities, central heating 
and electricity, and nmning water. The difference in bathroom facil-
ities was slight. However, nearly one-fourth of the apartments in 
Neighborhood 7 had no centr.al heating. In Other Neighborhoods only 
7.4% of the apartments were without central heating • . Also, more 
apartments in Neighborhood 7 had only cold running water. These find-
ings do not show that living conditions in Neighborhood 7 are abomin-
able, but they do show that efforts to rehabilitate the area are jus-
tified. 
Exposure ].2 Conmunications Media: 
Television and radio ownership is shoim in Table 9. More of 
the Neighborhood 7 tenants owned television sets, while radio o:vm-
ership was somewhat greater in Other Neighborhoods. 
Table .2 
Televisiolj' and Radio <hmership 
ownership 
o1ms both TV and radio 
owns TV only 
owns radio only 
o:wns neither 
not .a scertained 
Neighborhood 7 
__.lL % 
66 68.0 
7 7-2 
2l 21.6 
3 ' 3.1 
___ o_ o 
97 100.0 
Other Neighborhoods 
N % 
57 60.6 
0 0 
35 37.2 
]. l.l. 
--=1:... l._l 
94 100.0 
Table 10 represents the breakdown of daily newspapers read 
by the tenants. The two most-read dailies in Neighborhood 7 were 
the Boston Record, a tabloid, 47.4% and the Boston Globe, 45.4%. 
The two most-read newspapers in other Neighborhoods were the Boston 
Herald and Traveler (t~ro newspapers having the same ovmership) 48.9%, 
and the Globe, 46.8%. J.lore Neighborhood 7 tenants do not usually 
read any newspapers (p <( .05); fewer read the Hera~d (p <:. .01); more 
read the Record (p< .01). 
Table 1Q 
Tenant Readership of Daily Newspapers 
Neighborhood 7 other Neighborhoods 
newspaper 
Post 
Globe 
Herald :and Tr.aveler 
Christian Science Monitor 
Record 
Nel'r York Times or Tribune 
other Boston papers 
other out-of-town papers 
does not read any papers 
not .ascert·ained 
N* 
22 
44 
11 
6 
46 
12 
6 
1 
4 
0 
% N* 
22.7 33 
45·4 44 
11.3 46 
6.2 5 
47·4 16 
12.4 21 
6.2 1 
1.0 4 
4·1 0 
0 3 
% . 
35.1 
46.8 
4$.9 
5.3 
17.0 
22.3 
1.1 
4·3 
0 
3.2 
*Percents :are based on N of 97 for Neighborhood 7 and N of 94 for 
other Neighborhoods. Total N!_s exceed 97 and 94 because some re-
spolldents made more than one response. 
Knowledge of the differences in television and radio ovmer-
ship =and newspaper readership between the two areas is of course 
important from a public relations point of view, since communicat-
ions with the tenants is theoretically maximized. The following 
section indicated further differences in the two areas. 
.26. 
Socio-Economic status of Respondents: 
The oceupa.tions of tenants in Neighborhood 7 .and other Neigh-
borhoods are compared in Table ll. iA greater proportion of tenants 
in Other Neighborhoods were in the professional ~~d semi-professional, 
.:administrative and business management, .and white coll ar categories. 
While for the principal wage-earners in Neighborhood 7, there was .a 
greater proportion of skilled, semi-skilled, and unskilled workers. 
Table ll 
Occuptaion of Prfu.c~pal ·wage Earner 
Neighborhood 7 Other Neighborhoods 
occupation 
professional and semi-
professional 
administrative and bus-
iness management 
white collar 
skilled 
semi-skilled, service 
unskilled 
:all others 
unemployed 
not ascertained 
N % N % 
12 
0 
5 
20 
18 
22 
9 
0 
ll 
97 
12.4 
0 
5.2 
20.6 
,18.6 
22.7 
9·3 
0 
11.3 
100.0 
26 
5 
27 
10 
4 
4 
16 
2 
0 
94 
27.7 
5·3 
28.7 
10.6 
4·3 
4·3 
17.0 
2.1 
0 
100.0 
~though a significant difference was expected in car own-
ership in the two samples, none was found. .A majority of respon-
de..l'lts in al1 the neighborhoods did not o:wn cars. 
.27. 
Table g 
Car <Rmership 
Neighborhood 7 Other Neighborhoods 
.:erice and model of car N ~ N % 
doesn!t Oim a car 62 63.9 59 56.4 
low price car 1954-56 
model 6 6.2 3 3.2 
lpw price car 1950-53 
model 10 10.3 12 12.8 
low price car before 1950 8 8.2 6 6.4 
medium price car 1954-56 2 2.1 3 3 •. 2 
medium price car 1950-53 3 3.1 9 9.6 
medi1~ price before 1950 3 3-1 3 3 .. 2 
high price 1954-56 0 0 3 3-2 
high price 1950-53 1 1.0 1 1.1 
high price before 1950 1 1.0 1 1.1 
not ascertained 1 1.0 0 0 
97 100.0 94 100.0 
The amount still owed on cars for those owning cars is shown 
in Table 13. A comparison of responda~ts who paid Ca$h against 
··' 
those who owe something failed to find a significant difference. 
Neighborhood 7 apparently has more car debt 'butstanding than the 
other Neighborhoods. 
Table .!.J 
Car Credit 
(includes on~ those owning cars) 
Neighborhood 7 
amount owed 
paid cash 
under $100 
$100-$500 
$500-;ilOOO 
$1000-fl500 
$1500-$2000 
don!t know 
not .ascertained 
bought on installment but 
all paid for now 
N % 
17 48.6 
1 2.9 
6 17.1 
3 8.6 
1 2.9 
2 5·'7 
l 2.9 
1 2.9 
3 
35 
8.6 
100.0 
Other Neighborhoods 
N % 
23 65.6 
2 5·7 
3 8.6 
2 5.7 
0 0 
1 2.9 
0 0 
0 0 
___ o_ o 
.3) 100.0 
28. 
Table 14 shows the difference in appliance ovmership in the 
two neighborhoods. More Neighborhood 7 tenants own ranges (p C:::::: .01); 
fewer own v:acuum cleaners (p .C:... .01); more own disposal units (p < .01); 
more own refrigerators (p <( .01). In Other Neighborhoods, more ten-
ants gave "others,,. a p value of .01, and more gave no a.nswer (p < .01). 
Table JA 
Percent In Each ·Area Owning Various .Appliances 
appliance ownership 
washing machine 
range 
dryer 
vacuum cleaner 
dishwasher 
electric ~ ironer 
garbage disposal 
refrigerator 
phonograph 
other 
not ascertained 
Neighborhood 7 
N* % 
45 46.4 
53 54.6 
2 2.1 
40 41 .. 2 
0 0 
35 36.1 
15 15.5 
66 68.0 
35 36.1 
3 3.1 
--=0- 0 
other Neighborhoods 
N* % 
33 35.1 
26 27.7 
2 2.1 
79 84.0 
3 3.2 
35 37.2 
2 2.1 
39 41.5 
25 26.6 
19 20.2 
12 ].2.8 
*Percents are based on N of 97 for Neighborhood 7 and N of 94 for 
Other Neighborhoods. 
In Table 15, representing income for the two areas, the re-
sponses showed that Neighborhood 7 tenants tended to be in the lower 
income brackets. Tenants living in Other Neighborhoods tended to 
be in the higher income brackets. However, these differences were 
only slight and not statistic~ significant. 
income 
under $4000 
over $4000 
not ascertained 
Table .ll 
Tenant Income 
Neighborhood. 7 
N % 
62 63.9 
31 32.0 
-~4-- 4.1 
97 100.0 
29. 
Other Neighborhoods 
N % 
49 5.2.1 
43 45·7 
--=2-- .2.1 
94 100.0 
In general, then, the initial assumption regarding the dif-
ferences between Neighborhood 7 'and the Other Neighborhoods seem 
warr anted. Neighborhood 7 is of lower socio-economic level, has 
more children, foreign bom and, to ·an extent, ;although less than 
had been assumed, is somewhat more inadequately equipped in terms 
of facilities than are the Other Neighborhoods. These background 
considerations should be kept in mind when regardL~g the attitud-
inal data which follows. 
P.ART II: OPINIONS iu1D .ATTITUDES OF TEN~TS L~ NEIGHBORHOOD 
7 .AND OTHER NEIGHBORHOODS 
This segment of Chapter V deals with responses of tenants 
in the two neighborhood areas oonceming neighborhood conditions 
and . remov.al :.and renovational concepts. The tenants!. responses to 
the question: •How do you feel about living in this neighborhood7" 
are shown in Table 16. No significant differences were found bet-
ween neighborhoods; but .apparently, residents in both .areas are 
equally favorable toward their neighborhood. 
,30. 
How Do You Feel .!About Living In This Neighborhood'! 
Neighborhood 7 Other Neighborhoods 
res12onse N 
.....L N ~ 
like it very much, 
terrific, etc. 12 12.4 21 22.3 
like it, fine 36 37.1 32 34.0 
so-so, f:air, OK, etc 34 35.1 26 27.7 
don't like it, not so good 11 11.3 10 10.6 
dislike it very much, 
hate it 3 3.1 2 2.1 
other 1 1.0 0 0 
don't know 0 0 1 1.1 
not ascertained 0 0 2 2 .. 1 
97 100.0 94 100.0 
Table 17 shows that the largest percentage in bqth samples, 
54.2% in Neighborhood 7 and 43.2% in Other NeighborhoOds, were record-
ed for respondents who like their neighborhoods because they are u con 
venient to schools, shopping and transportation." However, more 
tenants whose homes are in Other Neighborhoods said the.y felt their 
neighborhoods were "attractive." More of them also said their neigh-
borhoods had "dirty streets and yards" than Neighborhood 7 tenants. 
There were significant differences between the two areas for ttquiet 
place to live," (p < .01) and "an attractive neighborhood" (p <::::. .01). 
Table 18, particularly in the "other" category, indicates respondents 
in Neighborhood 7 are nru.ch more critica.l of their neighborhoods than 
are the respondents in other areas. 
Table 11 
Can You Tell Me What You Like:! 
response 
convenient to schools, 
shopping and. trans-
portation 
like the people 
quiet place to live 
Neighborhood 7 
N* _j_ 
.an attractive neighborhood 
other 
58 
22 
6 
4 
13 
59.8 
Z2.7 
6.2 
4.1 
13-4 
don't knoll 
not ascertained 
2 
2 
2.1 
2.1 
Other Neighborhoods 
N* 1) 
63 67.0 
24 25.5 
17 18.1 
15 16.0 
18 19.1 
2 2.1 
_....~.7_ 7.4 
31. 
*Percents ·are based on N of 97 for Neighborhood 7 and N of 94 for 
other Neighborhoods. 
Table .J& 
Can You Tell Me itb·at You Don!t Like'a' 
Neighborhood 7 other Neighborhoods 
response 
noi~ neighborhood 
dirty streets, yards 
no playgrounds 
illegal parking 
st reet:s are in poor repair 
other 
don't know 
N % 
13 13.4 
10 10.3 
3 3.1 
1 1.0 
4 4·1 
51 52.6 
9 9·3 
not :ascertained 
-...,;;:;6- 6.2 
97 100.0 
N % 
18 · 13.5 
20 15.0 
3 2.3 
5 3.8 
6 4·5 
33 24.8 
3 2.,3 
45 33.8 
133 100.0 
Table 19 represents the tenants' attitudes toward parks in 
their neighborhoods. No significant difference was recorded. In 
,., 
Neighborhood 7 21.6% and in Other Neighborhoods 35.1% answered 
11 don 1 t know." 
Table 12 
How Do You Feel .About The P.arks'2· 
response 
strong positive state-
ment 
positive statement 
so-so statement 
Neighborhood 7 
_lL % 
negative statement, strong 
negative statement 
8 
1? 
13 
4 
22 
8.2 
1?.5 
13.4 
4.1 
22.7 
4.1 
. 21.6 
8,.2 
100.0 
other 
don't know 
not ascertained 
4 
21 
~ 
97 
other Neighborhoods 
N % 
13 
17 
? 
5 
15 
3 
33 
__!_ 
94 
13.6 
18.1 
7·4 
5 • .3 
16.0 
3.2 
35.1 
1.1 
100.0 
Concerning libraries, more tenants in both areas gave posi-
32. 
tive answers than those who :answered negatively. ;A significant dif-
ference .at<::::: .. 01 was recorded between the samples for positive 
statements, however. In Other Neighborhoods 56.4% ansered positi ve-
ly, while only 40.ZJ, of Neighborhood 7 did the same. The opinions 
on libraries .are shown in T-able 20. 
Table~ 
How Do You FeellAbout The Libraries'? 
response 
strong positive statement 
positive statement 
so-so statement 
negative statement 
strong negative statement 
other 
don!t know 
not ascertained 
Neighborhood 7 
N % 
8 8.2 
31 32.0 
11 11.3 
5 5.2 
1 1.0 
3 3·1 
34 34.1 
_..:::~4;._ 4.1 
97 100.0 
Other Neighborhoods 
__lL_ % 
28 29.8 
25 26 .. 6 
11 11.7 
2 2.1 
0 0 
1 1.1 
25 26.6 
--=2- 2.1 
94 100.0 
33· 
In Table 21 a significant difference (p<( .05) was fonnd in 
.attitudes toward streets. In Neighborhood 7 36.1% and in other Neigh-
borhoods 56.4% of the respondents gave either a "negative statemant" 
or a lfstrong negative statement." 
How Do You Feel About The Streets? 
response 
strong positive statement 
positive statement 
so-so statement 
negative statement 
strong negative ~tatement 
other 
don!t know 
not .ascertained 
Neighborhood 7 
N % 
3 3.1 
20 20.6 
27 27.8 
30 30.9 
5 5.2 
5 5.2 
3 3-1 
-...:::~4-. 4.]. 
97 100.0 
Other Neighborhoods 
N % 
6 6.4 
21 22.3 
13 13.8 
40 42.6 
13 13.8 
0 0 
2 2.1 
_ ..... o_ o 
94 100.0 
T.able 22 illustrates tha.t more tenants in Other Neighborhoods 
thin.'!{ their neighbors feel •nnfavorable• or "strongly unfavorable" 
about their neighborhood conditions than did tenants in Neighborhood 
7. The difference between the two areas was significant (p<:, .02). 
Table~ 
How Do You Think Your Neighbors Feel tAbout. 
response 
very favorable 
favorable 
so-so, fair 
unfavorable 
very unfavorable 
other 
don!.t lmow 
not .. ascertained 
Neighborhood Conditions'! 
Neighborhood 7 other Neighborhoods 
N % N % 
3 3.1 0 0 
2.4 24·7 23 24-5 
23 23 .. 7 20 21.3 
4 4.l 11 ll .. 7 
0 0 2 2.1 
5 5~2 6 6.4 
33 34.0 29 31 .. 1 
_....:;5_ 5.2 _ ..... 3-. 3 .. 2 
97 100.0 94 100.0 
34-
Most tenants in both samples rated their neighborhoods .as 
"about the same" as or better than other neighborhoods. However, 
tenants in other Neighborhoods were generally more favorable toward 
their neighborhoods than were tenants in Neighborhood 7. The re-
sponses are show in Table 23. 
Table~ 
Tenant Rating of Neighborhoods 
response 
best 
better than most 
:about the same 
poorer than most 
worst · 
other 
don't know 
not -ascertained 
Neighborhood 7 
N % 
1 1.0 
25 .25.8 
50 51.5 
12 12.4, 
2 2.1 
l. 1.0 
4 4·1 
2 2.1 
-9-;;;;7'- 100 .o 
Other Neighborhoods 
N % 
3 3.2 
43 45·'7 
44 46.8 
4 4·3 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
_ ..... o...... o 
94 100.0 
Table 24 represents the responses to the question: IIWoul.d 
you like to see any changes in this neighborhood'2 11 The largest per-
centage tabulated for the two samples was for tenants :who said they 
wanted no changes. In Neighborhood 7 15.5% of the tenants answered: 
•Yes, houses thrown down, outside of houses improved.u When this 
figure was compared to the 5 • .3% for tenants in Other Neighborhoods 
who gave the same answer, the significant difference was<: .01. 
~other" responses were significant, p <.. .05, and no :answers were 
significant, P < .05. 
35-
Table 21:t. 
iWould You Like To See :Any Changes In This Neighborhood? 
Neighborhood 7 Other Neighborhoods 
resHonse N* ~ N* ~ 
no 35 36.1 38 40.4 
yes, but no changes 
mentioned 0 0 2 2.1 
yes, cleaner streets 11 11.3 16 17.0 
yes, household conditions 
improved (inside houses) 9 9·3 3 3.2 
yes, :more playgrounds 8 · 8.2 4 4·3 
yes, better streets, street 
lighting, etc. 19 19.6 19 20.2 
yes, houses thrown down, 
outside of houses 
improved 15 15.5 5 5.3 
other 19 19.6 30 31.9 
don!t !mow 4 4.1 1 1.1 
not :ascertained 0 Q . 5 2·2 
*Percents are based .on N of 97 for Neighborhood 7 .and N of 94 for 
Other Neighborhoods • 
.As shown in Table 25, tenants in Other Neighborhoods were 
generally more favorable towaN. the building in which they weee liv-
ing than were tenants in Neighborhood 7. However, respondents who 
answered •like it very liD.lch• and "'like it" were totaled and compared 
:against all others, but no significant difference was recorded. 
Table 2.2. 
How Do You Feel About This Building As A Place To Live?: 
response 
li.l{e it very lmlCh and 
like it 
all others 
Neighborhood 7 
N % 
45 46.4 
52 2J.6 
97 100.0 
Other Neighborhoods 
N % 
55 58.5 
39 41.4 
94 100.0 
Table 26 shows the attitudes of tenants concerning changes on 
the property in which they are livi..11.g. 
Table~ 
~re There !Any Changes You!_d Like To See On This Property? 
response 
specified changes 
no changes specified 
Neighborhood 7 
N* % 
53 54.? 
63 64.9 
other Neighborhoods 
N* % 
67 69.0 
65 67.2 
36. 
*Percents are based on N of 97 for Neighborhood 7 and N of 94 for 
Other Neighborhoods • 
... ·~ 
Repairs made by the landlords in the past year are shwon in 
Table 27. More Neighborhood 7 tenants said landlords had made no re-
pairs (p<( .01), more in Other Neighborhoods had painted (p<: .01), 
;and more had made heating repairs (p .:::::_ .05). 
Table 1J_ 
Has Your Landlord Made ..Any Improvements 
On This Building In The Past Year? 
Neighborhood 7 Other Neighborhoods 
repairs N* a! N* % 
no 61 62.9 37 39.4 
yes, but no description 
given 1 1.0 1 1.1 
yes, painted 14 14·4 28 29.8 
yes, plumbing 9 9.3 5 5·3 
yes, heating 6 6.2 14 14-9 
yes, landscaping 1 1.0 1 1.1 
yes, carpentry, masonry 11 11.3 18 19.1 
yes, other 9 ·9·3 10 10.6 
don!t know 3 J.l 2 2.1 
not ascertained 0 0 1 1.1 
*Percents :are based on N of 97 for Neighborhood 7 and N of 94 for 
Other Neighborhoods. 
As shown in Table 28, more tenants in Neighborhood 7 had not 
made any improvements themselves, compared to tenants in Other Neigh-
borhoods (p L.. .05). 
Table~ 
Have You Persona.lly Made Any Changes Or Improvements£ 
repairs 
no 
yes, but none stated 
yes, painted an~or 
papered 
yes, plumbing 
yes, carpentr.y, masonry 
yes, other 
don!.t know 
not ascertained 
Neighborhood 7 
N* % 
55 56.7 
1 1.0 
38 39.2 
3 3.1 
4 4-1 
9 9·3 
0 0 
__ o_ o 
Other Neighborhoods 
N* % 
37 39·4 
0 0 
49 52.1. 
3 3-2 
4 4-3 
14 14.9 
1 1.1 
_...,.3._ 3.2 
37. 
*Percents are based on N of 97 for Neighborhood 7 and N of 94 for 
Other Neighborhoods. 
The t 'ena.nts were asked: "Should the city make landlords im-
prove buildings ••• !md how'l• In both samples, the largest percentages, 
36.1% in Neighborhood 7 and 35.1% in other Neighborhoods, samd the 
city should make landlords improve buildings by 11 enforcing existing 
laws.u No significant difference was recorded fsr the responses to 
this question. They .are shown in T.able 29. 
Table~ 
Should The City Make Landlords Improve Buildings ••. How? 
Neighborhood 7 Other Neighborhoods 
response N ~ N % 
yes, no :amplification 13 13.4 11 11.7 
yes, enforcing existing 
laws ' 35 36.1 33 35.1 
yes, enacting new laws 14 14-4 19 20.2 
yes, taxation 3 3.1 2 2.1 
yes, other 14 14·4 9 9.6 
no, no amplification 2 2.1 9 9.6 
no, don!t approve of govern-
6 6.4 ment interference 11 11.3 
no, other 3 3.1 2 2.1 
don!t know 2 2.1 2 2.1 
not ascertained 0 0 1 1.1 
97 100.0 94 100.0 
There were .also no significant differences in responses to 
the next question, concerning who should make major repairs. Re-
spondents! answers are represented in Table 30. 
Table ..2Q 
Suppose A Building Is In Bad Shape But Could Be Fixed Up, 
What Should Be Done And "Who Should Do It'l' 
Neighborhood 7 Other Neighborhoods 
response N % N % 
federal or state govern-
ment should throw them 
dovm and eebuild 1 1.0 0 0 
city government should 
throw them down and 
rebuild 4 4.1 2 2.1 
landlord should throw them 
down and rebuild 5 5.2 8 8.5 
city government should 
repair it 2 2.1 1 1.1 
landlord should repair it 71 73.2 72 76 .. 6 
other 9 9·3 7 7·4 
don!.t know 4 4.1 0 0 
not -ascertained 1 1.0 I. 4.3 
97 100.0 94 100.0 
Table 31 shows the responses to the question ~f buildings 
that .are beyond repair. Most of the tenants in both areas felt 
that the city government should throw them doun; however, 19.6% in 
Neighborhood. 7 said that landlords should throw them doMl.. In 
Other Neighborhoods 31.9% answered the same way. Comparing these 
percentages, a significant difference was found (p.C::::: .05). 
How About Buildings That Are Beyond Repair?. 
Neighborhood -? other Neighborhoods 
response N ~ N ~ 
city government should 
throw thjm dom and 
rebuild 8 8.2 5 5·3 
landlords should throw them 
dom ,and rebuild 10 10.3 7 7·4 
federal government should 
throw them down 2 2.1 0 0 
state government. should 
throw them down .2 2.1 0 0 
city gove~ent should 
throw them down 44 45.4 .38 40.4 
landlords should throw 
them down 19 19.6 30 31.9 
don't know 1 1.0 2 2.1 
other 11 ll.,3 7 7.4 
not ascertained 0 _Q__ ~ ~·:2 
97 100.0 94 100.0 
The concept of an active city program to work out these prob-
lems "Was posed to the tenants. Their responses are presented. below 
in Table 32. .A comparison of "strongly approve" :and "approve• against 
all others f<dled to sh_ow any significant difference. 
T.able ~ 
ffuat Would You Think Of :An Active City Program? 
response 
strongly approve 
approve 
not sure, might approve 
or disapprove 
strongly disapprove 
other 
don!_t know 
not ascertained 
Neighborhood 7 
N _$ 
12 12.4 
47 48.2 
13 13.4 
5 5.2 
4 4.1 
4 4.1 
--=1::.... 1.0 
97 100.0 
other Neighborhoods 
N % 
17 18.1 
50 ., 53.2 
15 16.0 
0 0 
1 1.1 
1 1.1 
_...;;;:2-... 2.1 
94 100.0 
.As shoYm in T.able 33, the majority of the tenants in both areas 
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.-an.SJifered that they :would spend money on housing, if their families 
were to make more money. But, more of Neighborhood 7 respondents 
said: .Yes• t):l..an tenants in Other Neighborhoods. The difference 
yields a p value of<( .01. 
Table .U 
If Your Family Were To Make More .Money, Would You 
Want To Spend .Wry Of It On Housing'2 
response 
yes 
no 
other 
don'_t know 
not :ascertained 
Neighborhood 7 
N % 
65 67.2 
26 26.8 
4 4.1 
2 2.1 
0 0 ~9...;::;7_ 100.0 
.Other Neighborhoods 
N % 
45 47·9 
44 46.8 
2 2.1 
1 1.1 
_ _,2:... 2 • .l. 
94 100.0 
In the two samples, more of the tenants would accept an in-
crease in rent if their landlords made improvements on the apart-
ments, than would not accept it. In Neighborhood 7 14.4% and in 
other Neighborhoods ll. 7% gave •other11 answers. These were such 
responses as, "depends on how much the boost would be,• 11depends 
on the improvements made, 11 etc. The responses are below in Table 34. 
Table ]?A 
If Your Landlord Made Improvements Jmd Raised 
Your Rent, How Would You Feel About This'l 
Neighborhood 7 Other Neighborhoods 
response N % N % 
would accept it but 
wouldn't like it 19 19.6 26 27.? 
would ~ccept it and 
would like it 34 35 .. 1 33 35.1 
wouldn't ~ccept it 
( wouldn !_t like it) 25 25.8 18 19.1 
would like it but 
couldn!t afford it 1 1.0 4 4·3 
other 14 14·4 11 11.7 
don't know 2 2.1. 1 1.1 
not ascertained 2 2.1 1 1.1 
97 100.0 94 100.0 
41. 
In Neighborhood 7 50.5% and in Other Neighborhoods 62.8% sa~d . 
if the above did come .about, they 11twuld stay." A. comparison between 
stay, including stay but protest, .and all others found no significant 
difference. 
response 
st'ay 
move 
stay but protest 
other 
don!t know 
not ascertained 
Table 3.2 
iVhat Would You Do?· 
Neighborhood 7 
N % 
49 50.5 
.20 20.6 
4 4.1. 
6 6.2 
8 8.2 
10 10.3 
97 100.0 
Other Neighborhoods 
N % 
59 62.8 
24 25.5 
3 3.2 
0 0 
0 0 
__a_ 8.5 
94 100.0 
Table 36 shows the responses to the question: "If this build-
ing were condemned to be tom dom, would you try to remain in this 
neighborhood?" Tenants in other Neighborhoods ·are more likely to 
try to stay in the neighborhood than .are tenants in Neighborhood 7. 
There was no significant difference. 
Table~ 
\Would You Try To Remain In This Neighborhood'Z 
response 
definitely yes 
probably yes 
definitely no 
probably no 
don!.t know 
not .. ascertained 
Neighborhood 7 
N % 
24 24.7 
30 30.9 
25 25.8 
16 16 .. 5 
1 1.0 
1 1.0 
_9...;::::7- 100.0 
Other Neighborhoods 
N % 
28 29.8 
35 37 .. 2 
_18 19.1 
13 13.8 
0 0 
_.....,o_ o 
94 100.0 
As shown in Table 37, 81.5% in Neighborhood 7 and 74.5% of 
the tenants in other Neighborhoods .answered that they had not heard 
4,2. 
of a government housing plan. Of the Neighborhood 7 tenants, 4.1% 
specifically mentioned Urban Renewal, as did 5.3% of the respondents 
in Other Neighborhoods. 
Table :rL 
Have You Heard Of 1!. Government Housing Plan'! If Yes, Describe 
response 
no 
yes, but no description 
given 
yes, specifically mentions 
Urban Renewal 
yes, mentions some other 
housing plan 
other 
Neighborhood 7 
N % 
79 81.5 
2 2.1 
4 4.1 
11 11.3 
l 1.0 
97 100.0 
Other Neighborhoods 
N % 
70 74.5 
9 9.6 
5 5·3 
.9 9.6 
0 0 
94 100 .. 0 
Differences ,and similarities in the attitudes of tenants in 
Neighborhood 7 and Other Neighborhoods concerning neighborhood con-
ditions have been presented in this section. Some of these attit-
udes reflect a favorable basis for promoting Urban Renewal .and redev-
elopment in Cambridge. others reflect certain acceptance of and in-
difference to neighborhood conditions as they .are. Consequently, 
these attitudes loom .as a hindrance to efforts of promoting Urban 
Renewal in Cambridge. 
For example, most of the tenants in both samples like the 
neighborhoods in which they are living. The reason why these neigh-
borhoods are liked is that they are convenient to schools, shopping, 
and tr.ans:portation facilities. This positive attitude toward these 
neighborhoods is apparently stronger than certain factors that are 
disliked within these neighborhoods. Many of the Neighborhood 7 
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tenants and a consideralhle number of tenants in Other Neighborhiods 
said they dislike the noise and the dirty streets and yards in their 
neighborhoods. Most tenants in both areas gave positive statements 
concerning the parks and libraries. However, a good macy tenants 
don!t know about either parks or libraries. 
More tenants in Other Neighborhoods believe their neighbors 
feel 11unfavorableu and "strongly unfavorableu toward their neigh-
borhoods than do tenants in Neighborhood 7. At the same time, most 
tenants .in both areas rated their neighborhoods .about the same as 
other Cambridge neighborhoods. Continuing in line ~~th this passive 
acceptance of living conditions is the fact that most respondents 
in both samples feel that no changes should be made within their 
neighborhoods. The tenants generally like the buildings in which 
they are living. Because of this, most of the interviewees did not 
specify any changes that they would like to see made on the properly 
on which they are living. Most of the tenants had not made any changes 
or improvements themselves "'-ithin the last year. 
Although these attitud•s seem to magnify the problem of putting 
Urban Renewal over in Cambridge, others for.m a positive indication 
that Urban Renewal can succeed in the University City. First of all, 
most of the tenants in both areas agree that the city government is 
the proper agent to formulate and carry out a commmity-wide program 
to remedy run do\vn neighborhood conditions. The majority would ap-
prove of such a city campaign. The tenants feel that landlords should 
make the necessary improvements on their property. 
they feel the city should force the landlords to do 
In addition, 
so. It was 
'also the opinion of most of the tenants in Neighborhood 7 and · 
Other Neighborhoods that the city should tear dovm buildings that 
are beyond repair. 
If the city did this, a.YJ.d landlords made improvements on 
their property and raised rents, more of the tenants would accept 
this than :would not. Finally, 81.5% of the tenants in Neighborhood 
7 and 74-5% in other Neighborhoods had not even heard about a govern-
ment housing plan for Cambridge. This finding, which will be dis-
cussed in more detail in Chapter VI, was uncovered in spite of the 
fact that Urban Renewal has been publicized in Cambridge for nearly 
t:wo years. 
PART III: NEIGHBORHOOD 7 TENANTS ii.ND LANDLORDS COMPARED 
General Characteristics .Q! Housing: Of the tenant group, 4J3.4% 
had apartments with less than five rooms, and 50.5% had apartments 
with five or more rooms. .ill the landlor ds, however, had apartments 
with five or more rooms. ~other difference in housing between ten-
ants and landlords was found in tl':le facilities for running water. 
Only 87 •. 6% of the tenants had hot and cold running water, while 100% 
of the landlords have these facilities. 
Exposure !:.£ Communications Media: Newspaper readership is 
shown in Table 38. Significant differences were recorded for 11doesn 1 t 
read any, 11 (p <( .05), Christian Science Monitor, (p <.. .05), Record, 
45. 
(p L_ .. 01), the New I2£!s Times or Tribune, (p ..:( •. 05), and other Bos-
t on papers, (p< .05). 
Table~ 
Newspaper Readership 
Tenants liandlords 
response N* ~ N ~ 
Post 22 22.'7 8 40.0 
Globe 44 45.4 6 3().0 
Herald-Traveler 11 11.3 2 10.0 
Christian Science Monitor 6 6.2 0 0 
Record 46 47.4 2 10.0 
New York T~nes or Tribune 12 12.4 0 0 
other Boston papers 6 6.2 0 0 
other out-of-tovm papers 1. 1.0 1. 5.0 
does not read any papers 4 4 .. 1 0 0 
not ascertained 0 0 ' 1 2·0 
20 ' 1.00.0 
*Perc&"lt based on N of 97 for tenants. 
T.able 39 indicates that more landlords know the name of the 
Cambridge newspaper and read it every week than do the tenants. A 
difference of p <::::. .05 was recorded for the difference between the 
two groups. 
Table 12. 
Do You Know The Name of The Cambridge Newspaper'? 
How Often Do You Read It? 
Tenants Landlords 
res:eonse N 2i N ~ 
knows name, reads it every week 58 59.8 16 80.0 
knows name, reads it at least 
twice .a month 10 10.3 0 0 
knows name, reads it l.ess than 
trice a month 5 5.2 3 15.0 
knows name, doesn!.t read it at all 4 4.1 0 0 
doesn!.t know name, reads it every week 0 0 1 5.0 
doesn!.t know name, doesn!t read it at :all 13 13.4 0 0 
don!t .know 2 2.1 0 0 
not ascertained !2 ~.2 0 0 
97 100.0 20 100.0 
46. 
Socio-Economic Status of Respondents: Table 40 gives the 
income breakdown of the tenants and la11dlords. Tenants were of 
.lower income brackets. There was a significant difference of .01 
between tenants over $4.,000 and landlords over $4,.000. It should 
be noted that in the landlord sample the results are inconclusive 
since 25% of this group refused to answer. 
response 
under $4000 
over $4000 
not ascertained 
Table 11Q 
Income 
Tenants 
N % 
62 63.9 
31 32.0 
_....,4,_ 4.1 
97 100.0 
Landlords 
N % 
6 30.0 
9 45.0 
_ ..... 5_ 25.0 
20 100.0 
Car credit is sho-wn in T.a.ble 41. Of the landlords, 4]..6% said 
they paid by the installment plan, _ but that it was all paid for now. 
There was no significa.l'lt difference found when those llho had paid 
cash were compared against those who owe something. 
Table B:! 
Car Credit 
(Includes only those owning cars) 
Tenants Landlords 
amount of credit N :!2 N ~ 
paid cash 17 48.6 2 16.6 
under $100 l. 2.9 0 0 
$100-$500 6 17.1 
$500-$1000 3 8.6 
0 0 
2 16.6 
11000-$1500 1 2.9 0 0 
' 1500-j2000 2 5.7 
don!t know 1 2.9 
not ascertained 1 2.9 
1 8.3 
0 0 
2 16.6 
bought on installment, but :all. 
paid for now 3 8.6 
35 l.OO.O 
2 ~~6 
12 100.0 
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.Attitudes: The opinions of landlords and tenants concerning 
parks are shown in Table 42. Of the landlords, 2o% said there were 
no parks in the area in which they are living. None of the tenants 
gave this response . Generally speaking, the attitudes of the t wo 
groups are about the same. 
Table~ 
~at Do You Think About The Parks?. 
resoonse 
strong positive statement 
positive statement 
so-so statement 
negative statement 
strong negative statement 
other 
don !,.t know 
no parks inarea 
not ascertained 
Tenants 
N % 
8 8.2 
17 17 .. 5 
13 13.4 
22 22..7 
4 4.1 
4 . 4.1 
21 21.6 
0 0 
-~8~ 8.2 
97 100.0 
Lt¥1dlords 
N % 
2 10.0 
4 20.0 
1 5.0 
5 25.0 
0 0 
0 0 
4 20.0 
4 20.0 
0 0 
20 100.0 
Table 43 represents the responses to the question of condition 
of streets. More landlords gave 11negative 11 and !U strong negative" 
statements about streets than did tenants. The p value for the dif-
ference was <: .01. 
Table laJ 
Condition of streets 
Tenants 4Tldlords 
response N ~ N ~ 
strong positive statement 3 3.1 0 0 
positive statement 20 20.6 2 10.0 
so-so statement 27 27.8 2 10.0 
negative statement 30 30.9 12 60.0 
strong negative statement 5 5.2 3 15.0 
other 5 5.2 1 5.0 
don!.t know 3 3.1 0 0 
not .ascertained 4 a·l 0 0 
97 100.0 20 100.0 
48. 
More ~ant:Uords ·felt that their neighbors have unfavorable at-
titudes about their neighborhood. The difference, as illustrated in 
Table 44, v;as significant (p <( .05). 
Table !JJi 
How Do You Think Your Neighbors Fee1About 
Neighborhood Conditions?' 
Tenants 
response N ~ 
very favorable 3 3.1 
favorable 24 2.4.7 
so-so, fair 23 23.7 
unfavorable 4 4.1 
other 5 5.2 
don!.t lmow 33 34.0 
not ascertained 5 2·2 
97 100.0 
Landlords 
N ~ 
0 0 
7 35.0 
4 20.0 
5 25.0 
0 0 
3 15.0 
1 2t0 
20 100.0 
Table 45 shows that more landl9rds than tenants want changes 
in their neighborhood. The difference was significant, with a p value 
of <( .01. Other significant differences were for "yes, cleaner streets, a 
(p C::::::. .01), "better streets," (p <: .05), 11other, 12 (p .C::::. .01), and '"don!t 
lmow," (p<:(. .05). 
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Table J:t2. 
Would You Like To See :Any Changes In This Neighborhood'! 
Tenants Landlords 
response N* ~ N ~ 
no 35 36.1 1 5.0 
yes, but no changes mentioned 0 0 1 5.0 
yes, cleaner streets 11 11.3 0 0 
yes, household conditions im-
proved (inside houses) 9 9·3 2 10.0 
yes, more playgrounds 8 8.2 4 20.0 
yes, better streets, street 
lighting etc. 19 19.6 1 5.0 
yes, houses thrown down, outside 
of houses improved 15 15.5 1 5.0 
other 19 19.6 10 50.0 
don!.t know ~ ~.1 0 0 
20 100.0 
*Percent based on N of 97. 
~ile both tenants and l.andlords feel for the most part that 
the city should make landlords improve -their buildings, the two 
groups differ on method. Tenants apparent~ favor the enforcing of 
existing laws; landlords favor the enacting of new laws. 
Table !:J& 
Should The City Make Landlords Improye Their Buildings ••• Howz· 
Tenants Landlords 
response N ~ N ~ 
yes, no amplification 13 13.4 1 5.0 
yes, enforcing existing laws 35 36.1 1 5.0 
yes, enacting new laws 14 14·4 4 20.0 
no, no amplification 2 2.1 0 0 
no, don't approve of government 
interference ll 11.3 6 JQ.O 
no, other 3 3.1 1 5.0 
don!.t know 2 2.1 0 0 
no, landlords have enough 
problems 0 0 l ~.o 
97 100.0 20 100.0 
50. 
No significant differences were found in Table 47. Both the 
groups, 73.2$ of the tenants and 65% of the landlords, felt that land-
lords should make the repairs, if .a building were in bad shape but 
could be fixed up .. 
Table 1tJ. 
Suppose A Building Is In Bad Shape But Could Be Fixed Up, 
What Should Be Done And Who Should Do It! 
Tenants Landlords 
response N ~ N ~ 
federal or state government 
should throw it down and 
rebuild l 1.0 0 0 
city should _thra. it dovm 
and rebuild 4 4.1 0 0 
l'andlord should throw it down 
and rebuild 5 5.2 1 5.0 
city should repair it 2 2.1 0 0 
city if landlord can~.t afford it 0 0 3 15.0 
landlord should repair it 71 73.2 13 65.0 
other 9 9.3 2 10.0 
don!_t lmow 4 4.1 1 5.0 
not ~ascertained 1 l.O 0 0 
97 100.0 20 100.0 
'fable 48 shows that 30% of the landlords had heard of a gov-
emment housing plan, but could not give any description of it. Of 
the tenants, 2.1% gave the same ansvver. Only two landlord.s mentioned 
Urban Renewal. 
51. 
Table liJ. 
Have You Heard Of A Government Housing Plan?. 
If Yes, Describe 
Tenants Landlords 
response N ~ N ~ 
no 79 81 .. 5 12 60.0 
yes, but no description given 2 2.1 6 30.0 
yes, specifically mentions 
Urban Renewal 4 4.1 2 10.0 
yes, mentions some other 
housing plan 11 11.3 0 0 
other 1 J..O 0 0 
97 100.0 20 100.0 
It is clear that on some questions tenants and landlords 
share the same attitudes, while they differ on others. There Yras 
little difference concerning parks--a good many of the landlords 
ha d good things to say about the parks, and quite .a few others gave 
negative statements about parks. The tenants!. attitudes toward parks 
was about the same. However, 20% of the landlords stated that there 
were no parks at all in their neighborhoods. This response Vias unique 
with the landlord group. 
Both the tenants and the landlords agree that the landlords 
should make necessary improvements on their properj?.y, and that the 
city should force them to do so. The lack of knowledge about a gov-
ernment housing plan for Cambridge, which was found ,among tenants 
sur-veyed in all neighborhoods, was .also noted to exist among the 
landlord group. On the other attitude questions, the tenants and 
landlords dif fered in opinions. The landlords were more critical 
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of .streets, and neighborhood conditions in genenal than were the 
tenants. Furthe~, more landlords wanted changes made in their neigh-
borhoods. 
PART IV: OPINIONS AND .J\.TTI'I'UDES OF NEIGHBORHOOD 7 U l'JDLORDS 
This fourth and final part of Chapter V deals with responses 
to questions which were particuJ.arly designed for landlords. Some 
are general open-end questions, while others are open-end questions 
on the landlords!. opinions and attitudes toward the concept of Urban 
Renerial and redevelopment. 
Landlords .And Their Property: Table 49 shows the number of 
,apartments ovmed by the Neighborhood 7 landlords. Of the total, the 
highest percentage said they own one apartment. The next highest 
response was two apartments. 
Table lfi. 
How Many .Apartments Do You Orm In This Neighborhood? 
Landlords 
number of a:gartments N ~ 
one 7 35.0 
two 4 20.0 
three 2 10.0 
four 1 5.0 
five 1 5.0 
six 2 10.0' 
seven 1 5.0 
not <ascertained 1 5.0 
none 1 2·0 
20 100 .. 0 
Most of the landlords have owned their property for more than 
five years. A consider.able number have ovmed their property over 
twenty years. The breakdown is shown in Table 50. 
Table 2Q 
HawLong Have You Owned This Property~ 
length of o:wnership 
6 months to 1 year 
1 year to 2 years 
3 to five years 
5 to 10 years 
10 to 20 years 
over 20 years 
not 'ascertained 
Landlords 
N 
1 
1 
2 
7 
1 
7 
1 
20 
5.0 
5.0 
10.0 
35.0 
5.0 
35.0 
5.0 
100.0 
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Of the twenty landlords, 75% :answered that they are not hold-
ing their property for investment purposes; 25% said that they were, 
and 5% did not anser. Table 51 represents the responses to the quest-
ion: •What percentage of your total income does . your property return 
you?" other than those who gave •don!.t know" responses, the @j.ghest 
percentage was for those who said ·nnone.•• Of the total, 3CJI, didn!_t 
know, and 10% gave no :answer. 
Percentage of Total Income Returned From Property'? 
Landlords 
return from~ropertl N !! 
less than 1 1 5.0 
iO% to 19% 2 10.0 
20% to 2o/J, 1 5.0 
50% 1 5.0 
100% 1 5.0 
none 5 25.0 
don!t know 6 30.0 
not :ascertained 2 10.0 
loss l 2t0 
20 100.0 
The amount of mortgage carried by the landlords is shoy..n in 
Table 52. The highest percentage was for landlords v.no answered in 
the $1,000-$2,900 category. 
Table£ 
How Much Mortgage !Are You Carry:ing On Your Property'! 
. amount of mortgage 
none 
$1000-$2900 
.$3000-$4900 
$5000-f6900 
17000-$8900 
$12000 
not :ascertained 
Landlords 
N 
4 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
1 
20 
% 
20.0 
25.0 
20.0 
15.0 
10.0 
5.0 
5.0 
100.0 
Table 53 shows the improvements landlords made on their prop-
erty in the past year. The resJOnse which appeared most frequently 
was ageneral repairs, carpentry, etc.• However, 25% said they had 
made no repairs. 
T<ab1e .2,2 
ilhat Improvements Have You Yade On Your P"perty 
In The Last Year? 
improvements 
pa:inting (interior or exterior) 
and/or papering 
insulation 
general repairs, carpentry etc. 
none 
Landlords 
N % 
3 15.0 
5 25.0 
7 35.0 
5 25.0 
20 100.0 
The landlords were then asked what improvements on their prop-
erty they had made in the last two years. Then they 11rere :asked for 
three years. Of. th~ .group, 4CJ/> said they had made no repairs in 
either the last t~ or three years. 
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Those who answered that they hadn!_t made any improvements on 
their property in the last two or three years, were then asked the 
reasons ~ they hadn!t. Of this group, 62.~ refused to answer. 
Identical percentages of 12.5% were recorded for the three remain-
ing codes: "didn't. live there then," 11couldn!t get the money,• 
-and nillness." The landlords were then asked whether they would 
be willing to make improvements if credit were to be given them .at 
lov1er rates. Of the total, 65% answered 11yes,a 3Cf1, ana,• and 5% 
"don!:t know. ·11 The landlords who gave negative answers were then asked 
why they had. These responses are shown in Table 54. 
Table~ 
·If Not, ~by Not'l 
response 
landlord too old 
improvements not needed 
can!.t afford any improvements 
not .ascertained 
Landlords 
N 
1 
2 
2 
3 
8 
% 
12.5 
25.0 
25.0 
37.5 
100.0 
Table 55 shows that 45% of the landlords felt that if the citg 
improved streets, parks, -and schools, the value of their property 
would increase. 
T.able ~ 
Suppose The City started To Improve Streets, Parks, 
And Schools, \What Do You Think Would Happen To The 
Val.ue of Your Property'!' 
Landlords 
response 
increase value 
might increase value 
increase tax rates 
don'_t know 
N 
9 
5 
.2 
4 
20 
45-0 
25.0 
10.0 
20.0 
100.0 
The question of tax rates was raised next.. The majority, 
80% answered that tax rates •would increase, 11 10% answered "would 
increase greatly, 11 5% answered "probably :would increase, '1 while 5% 
gave "other11 responses • 
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.As sh<>Ml in Table 66, most of the landlords felt that tenants 
would have to pay more rent. 
Table 22, 
·~ 
Do You Think It Would Have Any Effect On Tenants~ 
~ 
Landlords 
response N 
yes, no -amplification 2 
yes, they would have to pay more rent 9 
yes, they may have to pay .more rent 2 
no 4 
.don ~t know 2 
not .ascertained 1 
.20 
% 
10 .. 0 
45.0 
10.0 
.20.0 
10.0 
5 .. 0 
100.0 
The responses to the question: "How do you think tenants 
·.:: 
would react to improvements if it meant an increase in rent!" were 
as follows-of the total, 55% said tenants ••would not like it,*' 
20% "would like it,!l 10% 11might move," 10% "depends on their sal-
aries,n and 5% •no answer.'" 
It is quite apparent that the landlords!_ holdings are not 
extensive; they are "small foli-c." Their income i~ only slightly 
higher than the tenants. Most of the landlords have owned their 
property a good ~ years, so that the majority have mortgages 
of less than $3,000.. 'While some had made general repairs, painting 
. . , 
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and papering, many other~ had not made any repairs. They said re-
pairs were not needed on their property or that they couldn!.t .afford 
the cost of making repairs. 
On the whole, the landlords are of the opinion that if the 
city made physical improvements in their neighborhoods, the value 
of their property would increase. They feel this would increase 
the tax rates and necessitate rent increases, which in their op-
inion, :would be opposed by tenants. 
CHAPTER VI 
PUBLIC RELATIONS .AND URBAN RENEWAL IN CAMBRIDGE 
The programs proposed by the Cambridge Housing ~uthority for 
the Rogers Block :and the Riverview Area are both still in plannL11g 
stages. Final .authori:zation has yet to come from the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency. The conclusions and recommendations of this 
study are offered in the hope that they will be of value to the 
city of Cambridge, and other cities which are or will be consider-
ing renewal progr.ams in the future. 
Conclusions: Probably the most apparent finding drawn out 
by this study is that efforts to secure the understanding ,and sup-
port of the Cambridge citizens have fallen short. This of course 
is unfortunate, but it is not entirely unexpected. Citizenship 
participation is the most important single phase of a workable pro-
gram. Once the landlords have made improvements, .and the city has 
provided new physical facilities; the citizens must keep these .areas 
clean. Without citizenship participation all the new schools, rec--
reational centers, playgrounds, and parking lots will stand as ex-
··"'t" .. ' ' 
hibit s of a monumental .folly. 
The lack of civic underst.anding and support .for Urban Renewal 
in Cambridge is not surprising, since most of the tenants and land-
lords interviewed had not even heard of a government housing program 
(See Table 48). The data uncovered in this thesis under the heading 
nExposure to Communications Media" may suggest one answer. Messages 
could have missed the tenants and land~ords because they were carried 
by newspapers which aren~t particularly strong in these areas. In 
any event it is clear that Cambridge!_s weekly, the Chronicle, is a 
strong favorite lri.th landlords and the tenants. 
Even if Urban Renewal messages were placed in the newspaper 
or newspapers having the greatest circulations within the various 
Crunbridge neighborhoods, there is no complete .assurance that these 
messages will be read. The readers~ fancy may be the Herald because 
of its financial coverage, the Globe because of its biographical 
features, or the Record because of its racing results. 
It seems apparent then, that the newspapers should not be ex-
pected to drone the Urban Renewal theme until understanding and inter-
est is created. Rather, the newspapers should function to focus on 
the interest in Urban Renewal ;as it increases in Cambridge. This means 
that the initial gains must be made by the city of Cambridge itself. 
This study can serve as a springboard for such efforts. The follow-
ing findings indicate the need and potential support for Urban Renew-
al i.11 Cambr idge. 
A. General Characteristics .Q! _Housin_g: In Neighborhood 7, bath-
room facilities, central heating and electricity, and facilities for 
running water are inadequate. These inadequacies are a logical basis 
for rehabilitation. 
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B.. .Attitudes: It ..as found that tenants and landlords would 
be genera.l]J" in favor of an active city program to fight slums and 
decay. This fact is considered to be the most reassuring finding 
in this study from the point of view of the planning officials. 
Furthermore, the ·tenants and landlords do not challenge the fact that 
the city government shoUld lead such a drive--forcing landlords to 
improve property, tearing down useless property, :and alleviating 
neighborhood problems in general.. Other .attitudes which pointed up 
tenant .and landlord discontent were: the lack of adequate parks, 
noted in Neighborhood 7, and the noise and the dirty condition of 
streets .and yeard.s in the neighborhoods. Tenants s.aid they would 
accept. rent increases if landlords made improvements on their prop-
erty. This is contrary to what most of the landlords thought the 
case would be. However, most of the lmdlords would lll8ke improve-
ments on -their property if they iWere given loans ;at lol'r-interest ratfe~. 
The two most important problems that public relations must ~e­
solve in Cambridge are to leam (l) ffuat steps can be taken to build 
on the interest and support for Urban Renewal that e:xists and (2), 
What steps can be taken to nullify the indifference and opposition 
to Urban Renewal that e:xists. 
Public Relations efforts should begin by molding the favorable 
opinions and attitudes into a positive force for promoting Urban Re-
newal. This force would then be used to counter-act the negative at-
titudes of the tenant and landlord groups. The negative element 
c.an be expressed briefly as follows. 
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C. Respondents~ Their Socio-Economic Background: Most of 
the tenants and many of the landlords are low-income "blue collar' 
workers who have large families. Their negative attitudes toward 
Urban Renewal are based on the belief that neighborhood rehabilitat-
ion, hOivever slight, will make demands on their :already thinly-spread 
pay checks. Because of this, they close their eyes to neighborhood 
deterioration. 
There is no single panacea for the public relations ills of 
Cambridge's Urban Renewal program, or any other city. However, it 
is felt that the follold.ng recommendations can be a workable method 
of approach, if effectively carried out: 
1. A Public Relations Director for Urban Renewal. 
2. An Urban Renewal Informa.tion Center. 
3. Organization of Associ8.tions Based on the Various 
Cambridge Neighborhoods. 
4. .An Information-Education Progr.am for Urban Renewal. 
1. ! Public Re:la.tions Director for Urban Renewal: Citizenship 
participation does not necessari~· come as the result of good co~ 
nn.mications. But good colll!IDJilications can best create the kind of at-
mosphere that mll lead to understanding. Therefore, it seems fitting 
that a specialist in communications should be employed to act as an 
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EJ.dvisor to the planning coordinator for Urban Rene1val "8Ild redevelop-
ment. His function would be to prepare information to be disseminated 
to the various communications media-the external public. In addit-
ion to this, he should advise the planning coordinator in reh£ions 
mth the internal public; that is, the tenants, lendlords, business-
men, investors, redevelopers, and .all other interested parties · within 
an Urban Renewal community. 
The public relations director would initially make contact 
:rd.th the press, radio, ·and television perso:nnel. His dea.lings with 
the newspapers lVOuld be based on the knowledge that newspaper read-
ership differs in various Cambridge neighborhoods (See Tables 10 and 
.38). Ho1vever, it cannot be over-emphasized that in addition to 
preparing information for the communications media, he should be 
prepared to give out information when it is requested. Nothing is 
quite so frustrating as to request information .and be asked to lfait 
~nile the correct person possessing the information is found. The 
person employed in the communications capacity should be given the 
title "Public Relations Director" so that there flill be no misdirected 
:lllquiries. Interested parties, especi:al.J.y the press, radio and tel-
evision people, mll appreciate this, and it ~ pay great public 
relations dividends. 
There will be times when the city editors of local papers will 
have no space for a news release on Urban Renewal. In this case, the 
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editorial departments should not be overlooked. The stoty may have 
good possibilities as a feature--maybe even a series with pictures. 
The chances of getting .a story in print are often greatest iwith the 
Sunday newspapers. This can be desirable because Sunday circulat-
ions .are generally larger than dailies, :and they are digested both 
more fully and more leisurely. 
The Boston iAm.erican has a Cambridge-Somerville edition Cimb-
ridge news appears on the left-hand page of the center fold. This 
is a natural outlet for releases on Urban Renewal. The Cambridge 
Chronicle would naturally devote more space to Cambridge's Urban 
Renev:al story than the metropolitan dailies. The public relations 
director! s prime concern here is not to get stories in print, but 
to try to influenc~ the Cambridge newspaper to take up the city~s 
fight against neighborhood slums and decay as a hard-hitting crusade. 
2. !U_ Urban Renewal Information Center: One of Urban Renew-
al's cibiggest selling points is the fact that the Feder.a~ government 
pays two-thirds of the net cost of the undertaking, while the local 
government pays only one-third. The Housing .Act of 1954 specified 
that the Federal government will pay two-thirds of the cost of "·any 
or all of the facilities to serve an Urban Renewal area." Cambridge 
can thus receive Federal assistance for building and maintaining as 
Urban Renewal information center. This information center could be 
administered by the Urban Renewal planning director and a staff of 
part-time and volunteer workers. Information on home improvements, 
loans, health codes, etc could be given by local and state personnel 
on a consultant basis. The Massachusetts Department of Health may 
have films, pamphlets, :and other material that would be useful. 
The Housing and Home Finance Agency of the Federal government would 
also make information available. Periodic conferences, forums, and 
guest speakers would also increase understanding of Urban Renewal. 
3· Organization .2£ .Associations Based .2!! ~Various 
Cambridge Neighborhoods: The problems of urban decay and blight 
not only differ from locality to locality, but from neighborhood to 
neighborhood. The parking problem may be t he biggest headache in 
one neighborhood. The l a ck of playgrounds may be the biggest head-· 
ache in another neighborhood. .And the lack of traffic lights may 
be the biggest headache in still another neighborhood. For these 
reasons, it seems logical that Cambridge should be divided into 
neighborhood associations. These associations would be administered 
by the Cambridge Housing Authority, but each would function independ-
ently for its own interests. 
The gener.a.l citi·zenry may have considerable difficulty in per-
suading the city to install a traffic light at a particularly hazard-
ous intersection. But such a campaign would be simplified if it were 
carried out at the level of a neighborhood association. 
4. £1 Information-Education Program ,!2!: Urban Renewal: This 
program would be drawn up by the public relations director in con-
junction with the Urban Renewal planning staff. The neighborhood 
associations would be the vehicle by which it would be carried out. 
The information-education program should attempt to gain the fol-
lowing: 
1. Support of state and local officials. 
2. Support of religious, educational, business, union 
.and veterans!_ organizations. 
3· Support of citizens. 
4. Support of public utilities companies. 
Because of the limited time .and manpower and the nature of this 
study, contact was made with relatively few Cambridge tenants and land-
lords. As the vehicle for Urban Rene1ml! s infol"lllE.tion-education pro-
gram, the neighborhood associations could reach ;a ma.jor portion of 
the entire populace. The first thing the members of the neighbor-
hood associe.tions should do is to explain the difference between an 
Urban Renewal program and a redevelopment program. 
Urban Renewal is based on the concept of npatchworlc. u Rehab-
ilitation may consist of ever,ything from a simple injection to ma.jor 
surgery. The main feature of redevelopment is total clearance. Many 
tenants living in areas where Urban Renewal is planned are of the 
opinion that they will be ordered out of their tenements so that 
clearance can take place. 'I'he .author of this thesis believes that 
misunderstanding on this point alone is largely attributable to indif-
ference :and opposition to Urban Renewal in Cambridge. 
In .areas where redevelopment is needed, the neighborhood assoc-
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iations should explain how redevelopment works. The explanation that 
"an area "Will be cleared and a housing project Will be constructed" 
is not only insufficient, but it may even increase hostility. .An area 
is considered for redevelopment only because it has deteriorated to 
such an extent that nothing else is fea sable. Housing projects have 
been the subject of much discussion, with most of i~ being offered 
by people who don~t possess the facts. The only sound argument a-
gainst project living seems to be the fact that it has somewhat of 
.a •camp" .atmosphere. Everything in it is like everything else • 
.tAside from this point, project living can be pleasant and inexpensive. 
The codes governing construction ,and supervision of housing projects 
specify that units must be designated to tenapts in accordance Td.th 
the size of their families. There must be space -and facilities for 
all the members of the family, with adequate rooms for males and 
females. The only expense the project dweller has is rent and elec-
tricity. Hot 11rater and gas are provided, and a refrigerator and range 
accompany every unit in the project. Totlots and playgrounds are 
also provided, so that .children do not have to leave the project area. 
If there is efficient planning, few persons residing in an area where 
.a housing project is to be erected will need to be relocated else-
where. The city gover nment is obligated to house low-income f amilies 
in the new project. If the redevelopment is to be something other 
than housing, such as an industria l cite, the city is assured of ad-
ditional revenue . 
The neighborhood associations can also clear up any misun-
derstandings about Urban Renewal. The most common one seems to 
be on the question of tax rates. Many landlords seem to think 
that neighborhood improvements, and especially improvema1ts on 
their properly, Yr'ill mean a higher tax .assessment. So, they don!t 
make .any improvements at all. If a l2ndlord were to make improvements 
such a.s putting shingles on his house, tax rates do not necessarily 
increase. But if a landlord were to add bedrooms onto his house, 
or add a bathroom, a tax re-assessment would be necessary. 
Public utilities can play an important role in the informat-
ion-education program for Urban Renewal. Every effort should be made 
to secure the support of tr-ansportation, telephone, power, and gas 
companies. Such effort c:an be justified on the following premise: 
~bat's good!.££.~ -city g good for the utilities. The propensity 
for fires is extremely great in slums and blighted areas; the public 
utilities companies cc::m incur heavy losses. Public utilities are 
powerful forces in any comnrunity. These companies could support 
Urban Renewal n:nlch like radio and television stations donate time 
for 11Red Feather11 and 11Care11 campaigns. They could contribute val-
uable ,assistance to the community by including messages about neigh-
borhood slums and decay with the monthly bills that are sent to Camb-
ridge residents. 
It is suggested that rehabilitation should be begun in neigh-
borhocds where only minor repairs are needed. Here, the results of 
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the rehabilitation could be seen in a short time. Only a. few nails 
and buck~ts of paint would be necessary -for the job. Although the 
cost and effort would be relatively little, the difference would be 
great. These improvements are likely to motivate residriets in other 
neighborhoods to make repairs in their .areas. 
It is hoped that the complexity of Urb8Il Renewal has been 
fu.l.Jy realized. The successful completion of such a program can-
not be attained without the most careful planning ,and coordinating 
possible at literally every step of the rway. .:And even then, it is 
not uncommon that three or four years pass before such a program 
reaches fruition. This does not mean, nor should it be inferred, 
that the efforts to promote Urban Renewal and redevelopment .are not 
justified. On the contrary, statistics can be cited to more than 
justify all that has been done. This thesis concludes 1¥1-:ith tr~s 
shocking example: "Our slums .are directly involved in 45 percent 
of major crimes, 55 percent of juvenile delinquency, 60 percent of 
1 
tuberculosis, 50 percent of .all diseases, .and 35 percent of all fires." 
1 
Donald Robinson, uslum Clearance Pays Dividends,ft The Reader's 
Digest, November, 1955. 
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8 T-41 
8 T-42 
10 T-43 
.llPPENDIX ;A, 
Code Used for Tenant Questionnaire 
Cambridge Neighborhood Housing Surve.y 
Job number 
Questionnaire number 
Sex of respondent 
1- male 
2• female 
Y- no response 
Marital status of respondent 
1- single 
2- married 
3- divorced 
4- separ.ated 
5- widow(er) 
Y- no response 
Number of rooms in apartment 
1- 1 or 1~ 
1 2- 2 or 2a 
3- 3 or 3~ 
4- 4 or 4f 
5- 5 or 5~ 
6- 6 or 6i 
7- 7 or more 
Y- no response 
Bathroom facilities 
72 • 
1- private toilet, with bathtub and/or shower 
2- private toilet without bathtub or shower 
3- shared toilet with bathtub and/or shower 
4- shared toilet without bathtub or shower 
5- private toilet but shares bathtub or shower 
8- other 
9- not ascertained 
o- no toilet, bathtub or shower either private 
or shared 
Y- don!.t lmow 
j ol. 11 T-44 
~ ~c 
__ _.Col. 12 T-44 
b 
/ -col. 13 T-45 
Col. 15 T-47 
Central heating and electricity 
1- has both central heating and electricity 
2- has central heatL~g but not electricity 
3- has electricity but no centr.al heating 
4- has neither central heating nor electricity 
9- don! t know 
Y- not ascertained 
Rwming water 
1- has hot and cold rwming water 
2- has only cold rwming water 
3- has no rwming water 
4- running water on~ 
9- don!t know 
0- none 
Number of full-time workers in famil3' 
1- 1 
2-2 
3-3 
4-4 
5- 5 
6- 6 
7- 7 or more 
0- none 
Y- not ascertained 
Number of part-time workers in f:am:izy 
1- 1 
2-2 
3-3 
4-4 
5-5 
6-6 
7- 7 or more 
0- none 
Y- not ascertained 
Occupation of principal wage earner 
1- professional or semi-professional 
2- administrative and business management 
3- saall business Ol'mer 
4- white collar 
5- skilled 
6- semi-skilled, service (police, fire, etc.) 
7- unsld.lled 
9- .all other 
0- unemployed 
Y- not -ascertained 
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How does he get to place of employment 'l 
1- walk 
2- automobile 
3- public transportation 
4- biqycle, motorc,rcle, etc. 
8- other 
Y- not ascert.ained 
/ tCol. 17 T-49 .IA.pprox:ima.te travel time one wq? 
1- 5 minutes or less 
2- 6-10 minutes 
3- ll-15 minutes 
4- 16-20 minutes 
5- 21-.30 minutes 
6- 31-40 minutes 
7- 41-6o minutes 
8- over 6o minutes 
9- don !.t know 
Y- not ascertained 
0-0 
Col .. lB T-50 Number of children in apartment 
0- none 
1- 1 
2-2 
3-3 
4- 4 
5- 5 
6-6 
7- 7 or more 
Y- not ascertained 
..;Col. 19 T-51 Number pre-school .a.ge children 
/ 0- none 
1- l 
_9-ol• 20 T-51 
~ol. 22 T-51 
2- 2 
3-3 
4- 4 or more 
Y- not ascertained 
Number grammar school children 
(same code as Col. 19) 
Number high school children 
(same code as Col. 19) 
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.. Col. 23 T-51 Number college children 
(same code as Col. 19) 
Col. 24 T-51 Number of children above pre-school .age, not in school 
(same code as Col. 19) 
- Col. 25 T-53 .!Approximate distance of school from home 
l- 4mile or less 
J.:ol. 26 T-54 
Col. 27 T-55 
./' 
Col. 28 T-56 
/ 
.. 
..-"' 
2- f mile to ~ mile 
3- ;c mile to 1 mile 
4- 1 mile to 2 miles 
5- over 2 miles 
8- other 
9- don ~-t !mow 
Y- not ... ascer&ained 
0-0 
What organizations in Cambridge do you belong to? 
0- none 
l- veterans 
2- fraternal 
3- social 
4- educational 
5- civic 
6- religious 
8- other 
Y-not ~scertained 
TV and radio ownership 
1- owns both TV and radio 
2- owns TV only 
3- owns radio ·only 
4- owns neither TV nor radio 
9- don!_t know 
Y- not .,ascertained 
Do you usually read any daily newspapers't 
1- yes 
2- no 
Y- not ;ascertained 
Col. 29 T-58 
/ 
Col. 30 T-59 
T-60 
T-61 
Col. 31 T-63 
:a 
Col. 32 T-63 
b 
Which ones do you readl' 
0- Post 
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1- does not read -~ papers--answered No to Col. 28 
2- Bo'Ston Globe 
3- Boston Herald-Traveler 
4- Christian Science Monitor 
5- Record 
6- N;Y. Times or Tribune 
7- other Boston papers 
8- other out-of-town papers 
9- don't lmow 
Y- not ---ascertained 
Do you know name of Cambridge paper'2 Do you read it'? 
How often! (code respondent .as knowing same only 
if he gives it in T-60) 
1- knows name, reads it every week 
2- knows name, reads it <at least twice a month 
3- knows name, reads it less than twice a month 
4- knows name, doesn!_t read it at all 
5- doesn!t know name, reads it every week 
6- doesn!~t know name, reads it at least twice a month 
7- doesn!-_t know same, reads it less than twice a month 
8- doesn~t lmow name, doesn!t read it .at all 
9- don~t - know 
Y- not -ascertained 
Native or foreign borb? 
1- n·ative born 
2- foreign born 
Y- not ~scertained 
Descent 
1- English, Scotch, Irish, Welsh 
2- German, .l.ustrian :and other middle Europeans 
3- French, Spanish, Portuguese-other Western Europeans 
4- Italian, Greek-southern Europeans 
5- Scandinavian 
6- Russian, Polish-Eastern Europeans 
7- Eastern 
8- Far East ern 
9- don !.t know 
0- other-include such ansers .as Jewish, Catholic, 
Negro, American, etc. 
Y- not ascertained 
C.ol'~ 33 T-64 
T-65 
~ ... --
/ e-'oi. 34 T-66 
r T-67 
Coi. 35 T-68 
!" 
Cql. 36 _T-69 
Location of church or s.ynagogue 
1- does not attend any 
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2- in immediate neighborhood area 
3- not in immediate neighborhood area but nearby 
4- in Cambridge, but quite ·a distance from the 
neighborhood 
5- outside of Cambridge 
B-other 
9- don~ t lmow 
Y- not -ascert·a:ined 
Car ownership, year ,and ID8ke 
1- doesn't ol'm a car 
of car 
2- low price car 1954-56 model 
3- low price car 1950-53 
4- low pri ce car before 1950 
5- medium price car 1954~56 
6- medium price 1950-53 
7- medium price, before 1950 
8- high price, 1954-56 
9- high price, 1950-53 
0- high price, before 1950 
Y- not ascertained 
.Appliances 
1-. washing machine 
2- r ange 
3- dryer 
4- vacuum cleaner 
5- dishwasher 
6- electric irone~ 
7- garbage disposal 
8- refrigerator 
9- phonograph 
o- other 
Y- not a scertained 
Monthly rent 
1- less than $20 
2- $21-$30 
3- $31-$40 - -
4- iil-i5Q 
5-451-460 
6- i61-i70 
7- $71-$80 
8- over $80 
9- don!_t know 
Y- not ascertained 
lo:w price-plym, 
Ford, Chev., small 
Nash, stude. 
medi~Dodge, DeSoto, 
Pont., Olds., Mere., 
large N-ash. Packard 
high-Chrysler, Cadillac, 
Buick, Lincoln 
Col. 37 T-70 Gar credit 
Col. 38 T-72 
T-73 
1- paid cash 
2- installment-balance under $25 
3- • • $26-$50 
4- 11 a $51-$100 
5- a n $101-$&150 
6- Jf ~ B $151-$200 
7- n 11 $201-$500 
8- " ., $500 or over 
9- don!t know . 
0- :W.stallment but ,all paid for now 
Y- not ascerhined 
..App1iemce credit 
1- paid cash 
2- installment-balance -under '25 
3- " • $26-$50 
4- • • $51-$100 
5- " Jl $101-$150 
6- " " $151-$200 
7- 11 " $201-$500 
8- • • $500 or over 
9- don!t know 
0- inst-a1J.n1ent but .all paid for now 
Y- not ascertained 
Col. 39 T-74 Income 
1- under $2000 
2- $2000-$2900 
3- $3000-13900 
4- $4000-$4900 
5- $500017000 
6- over $7000 
9- don!t know 
Y- not ascertained 
CoL 40 T-1 How long have you lived in this house? 
1- less than 6 months 
2- 6 months to 1 year 
3- 1 year to 2 years 
4- 2 to 3 years 
5- 3 years to 5 years 
6- 5 years to 10 years 
7- 10 years to 20 years 
8- over 20 years 
Y- not a scertained 
78. 
Col. 4l T~2 !Where did you live before? 
1- same neighborhood 
2- .adjacent neighborhood 
3- in Cambriege but not in adjacent neighborhood 
4- near Cambridge (Boston, Arlington, etc.) 
5- in Massachusetts but not near Cambridge 
6- out of state 
~- other • 
9- dDn !.t know 
Y- not .. ;ascertained 
Col. 42 T-3 How &ong did you live there? 
(same code ,as Col. 40) 
Col. 43 T-4 How do you feel about living in this neighborhood? 
1- like it very much, terrific, wonderful 
2- like it, fine 
3- so-so, fair, it's OK, etc. 
4- don~t like it, not very good, etc. 
5- dislike it very much, hate it, etc. 
8- other 
9- don !.t know 
Y- not ascertained 
Col. 44 T-5 Can you tell me what you like? 
79. 
1- convenience to schools, shopping and transportation 
2- like the people 
3- quiet pLace to live 
4- .an att r.B.ctive neighborhood 
8- other 
9- don !.t lmoii 
Y- not ascertained 
Col . 45 T-6 Can you tell me what you don!t like? 
1- noi~ neighborhood 
2- dirty streets, yards 
3- no playgrounds 
4- illegal parking 
5- streets .are in poor repair 
8- other 
9- don!t lmow 
Y- not ascertained 
I \1 ( ~ ·\. .. 
Col. 46 T-~a How do you feel .about the Parks'Jl· 
1- strong positive statement 
2- positive statement 
3- so-so statement 
4- negative statement 
5- strong negative statement 
8- other 
9- don't lmow 
Y- not -ascertained 
Col. 47 T-7b Schools?· 
(same code ,as Col. 46) 
Col. 48 T-7c Libraries? 
(same code as Col. 46} 
Col. 49 T-7d streets? 
( same code as Col. 46} 
Col. 50 T-7e Other conditions? 
(same code as Col. 46) 
: ·, . ~ - ... ~ \. 
Col. 51 T-8 How do 7ou think your neighbors feel about 
CoL 52 T-9 
neighborhood conditions? 
1- very :f:avorable 
2- f.avor.able 
3- so-so, fair 
4- unfavorable 
8- other 
9- don't know 
Y- not ascertained 
v-r n t,_,~. . • r •• J """..,.,; 
Rating of neighborhoOd 
1- best 
2- better than most 
3- about the same 
4- poorer than most 
5- worst 
8- other 
9- don!t know 
Y- not ascertained 
u_,, · ·.· t .- '· . 
.z., - .,. : \:· : 
80. 
i ' 
' l. ·, ~ 
Col. 53 T-10 
T-11 
81. 
Would you like to see .any changes in this neighborhood? 
1- no 
2- yes, but no changes mentioned 
3- yes, cleaner streets 
4- yes, household conditions improved (inside houses) 
5- yes, more pleygrounds 
6- yes, better streets, street lighting, etc. 
7- yes, houses thrown down, outside of houses improved 
8- other 
9- don •_t know 
Y- not ascertained 
Col. 54 T-1.2 Reasons for No in Col. 53 
1- -answered yes to Col. 53 
2- no, things are fine as they are 
3- no, any changes would increase rent and taxes 
8- other 
9- don!t know 
Y- not .a scertained 
Col. 55 T-13 "Who do yoo. think should make these changes'2 
1- feder-al govt. 
2- state govt. 
3- city govt. 
4- landlord 
5- tenant 
8- other 
9- don !.t know 
Y- not .ascertained 
Col. 56 T-14 How do you feel about this building .as a place to live'? 
1- like it very liDlCh 
2- like it 
3- so-so, fair 
4- dislike it 
5- hate it 
8- other 
9- don !.t know 
Y- not .ascertained 
Col. 57 T-15 ~re there any changes you1.d like to see in this 
property?. 
1- painting (interior or exterior) 
2- plumbing 
3- heating 
4- insulation 
5- general repairs, carpentry etc. 
6- b~tter lighting 
7- no changes needed 
8- other 
9- don!_t know 
Y- not ascertained 
Col. 58 T-16 Who should make these changesf 
1- federal govt. 
2- state govt. 
3- city govt. 
4- landlord 
5- tenant 
6- :answered no changes needed to Col. 57 
8- other 
9- don't know 
Y- not ascertained 
Col. 59 T-17 lAre there .aey changes you! d like to see in this 
apartment? 
1- should be renovated completely 
2- painting and/or papering 
3- new plumbing 
4- general. repairs, carpentry, masonry 
7- no changes needed 
8- other 
9- don!.t know 
Y- not ascertained 
Col. 60 T-18 l&ho should make these changes? 
1- feder.al. govt. 
2- state govt. 
3- city govt. 
4- landlord 
5- tenant 
7- .answered no changes needed to Col. 59 
8- other 
9- don!.t know 
Y- not ,ascertained 
82. 
Col. 61 T-19 Has your landlord made .any improvements on this 
Col. 62 T-21 
T-22 
Col. 63 T-23 
T-24 
T-25 
Col. 64 T-26 
building in the past year?: 
1- no 
2- yes, but no description given 
3- yes, painted 
4- yes, plumbing 
5- yes, heating 
6- yes, landscaping 
7- yes, carpentry, ma.soney 
8- yes, 'Other 
9- don!_t know 
Y- not -ascertained 
Have you personally made :any changes or improvements?.· 
1- no 
2- yes, but none stated 
3- yes, painted .and/or papered 
4- yes, plumbing 
5- yes, carpentry, masonry 
6- yes, electrical system 
8- yes, other 
9- don! t know 
Y- not ascertained 
Should city make landlords improve buildings ••• and how'l 
1- yes, no amplification 
2- yes, enforcing existing laws 
3- yes, enacting new laws 
4- yes, taxation 
5- yes, other 
6- no, no amplification 
7- no, landlords have enough problems as it is 
8- no, don~t approve of govt. interfering 
9- no, other 
0- don!t lmow 
Y- not .ascertained 
Suppose a building is in bad shape but could be fixed 
up, what should be done and who should do it! 
1- federal or state govt. should throw it dotm 
(and rebuild) 
2- city should throw it down Cand rebuild) 
3- landlord should throw it down (and rebuild) 
4- federal or state govt. should repair it 
5- city should repair it 
6- landlord should repair it 
8- other 
9- don !_t lmow 
Y- not -ascertained 
Col.. 65 T-28 
T-29 
Col. 66 T-30 
Col .. 67 T-31 · 
Col. 68 T-.32 
Col. 69 T-.33 
How about buil.dings that are beyond repair? 
1.- federal. govt. shoul.d throw them down and rebuild 
2- state govt • should throw them doYm and rebuild 
.3- city govt. should throw them down .:and rebuild 
4- landlords should throw them dol'm :and rebuild 
5- federal govt. should throw them down 
6- state govt. should throw them dom 
7- city govt. should throw them doMl 
8- bndlords should throw them down 
9- don!.t know 
0- other 
Y- not ~scertained 
tnra.t would you think of <an active city progr..a.m, etc ••• ? 
1- strongly .:approve 
2- ;approve 
.3- not sure, moght ;approve or disapprove 
4- disapprove 
5- strongly disapprove 
8- other 
9- don!t know 
Y- not .;ascert=ained 
If yrur f.ami1y 1rere to make more money, would you 
want to spend ·a.l\V of it on housing'!' 
1- yes 
2- no 
8- other 
9- don !t lmow 
Y- not ascertained 
If your landlord made improvements .and raised your 
rent 1 how would you feel about this'! 
1- would accept it but woul.dn!.t like it 
2- would accept it and would like it 
3- -wouldn!t accept it (wouldn!.t like it) 
4- would like it but couldn!.t .. afford it 
8- other 
$- don!.t lmow 
Y- not ascertained 
What would you do? 
1- st'ey' 
2- move 
3- stay but protest 
8- other 
9- don!t know 
Y- not .;ascertained 
CoL 70 T-34 
Col. 71 T-35 
Col. 72 T-36 
T-37 
' If this building were condemned to be tom down would 
you tr.y to remain in this neighborhood? 
1- definite~ yes 
2- probab4'" yes 
3- definitely no 
4- probabl,y no 
8- other 
9- don!"t lmow 
Y- not .ascerta:ined 
What would you look for in a neighborhood? 
1- good living conditions 
2- nice people 
3- convenience to shopping, transportation and schools 
4- cleanliness 
5- quiet 
$- other 
e- don !.t lmow 
Y- not .ascertained 
Have you heard of a government housing plan ••• 'I' 
If yes, describe 
1- no 
2- yes, but no description given 
3- yes, specificallly mentions Urban Renewal 
4- yes, mentions some other housing plan 
8- other 
9- don~.t lmow 
Y- not ascertained 
Col. 73 T-38 If yes to Col. 72, where did you hear about it1 
1- ;answered No to Col. 72 
2- radio 
3- TV 
4- newspaper 
5- neighbor 
8- other 
9- don !.t know 
Y- not .ascertained 
Col. 74 Area 
Col. 80 
1- Neighborhood 7 
2- Other Neighborhoods 
1- tenant 
2- landlord 
INTERVlimNG PROCEDURE 
Preparation for the Interview ~~pproach: 
Since the interview is a social situation, all interviewers 
should treat it :as sb.ch. The kind of impression you make will de-
termine the type of interview that will follow. There are certain 
rules and techniques which have proved suddessful: 
1. Wear simpl~, . practical clothes suitable to the vicinity 
Mid season of the year. 
2. .Approach the entrance to the dwelling which is normally 
used by visitors. 
86. 
3. Use language which anyone can understand without effort. 
4· Introductory remarks: The most effective introduction is 
usually brief and it should cover the following things: 
a) Interviewer!_s identity, b) the purpose of the survey: 
and c) ho:w the respondent was selected. IT IS BEST NOT TO 
MEMORIZE YOUR INTRODUCTORY SfATEMENTS. 
5. Put the respondent at ease immediatelY: The best way to 
do this is to be at ease yourself. 
6. Know your own work: Have the primary purpose and over.aJ.l 
objectives as well as the specific questions in mind 
before going into the field. 
7. The reluct-ant respondent and how to deal nth him: 
A)..thcugh most people are cooperative, some are hesitant 
about talking to an interviewer. These are some of the 
reasons: ,a) Fear that you are selling something, b) 
Suspicion of strangers, c) Bus) or doesn!t want to be 
bothered, d) Does not understand, d) Does not like to 
-answer questions, f) Fear that intelligent ,answers can-
not be given and g) RefusaJ.s. 
JA. To overcome expressions of fear that you a:re selling 
something it is appropriate to explain early in your 
remarks that you .are not selling anything, present your 
identification card shOlllini that you do not work for a 
selling organization, .avoid carrying anything whtch re-
sembles a sample case or an order book. 
B. You can overcome suspicion of str.angers by presenting 
your credentials and giving general informatioo. cibout 
the organization you represent. Oftentimes it helps to 
make · reference to some known leader in the community or 
possibly even a next door neighborh. 
C. Many times the. expl-anation that the respondents is busy 
is just an excuse. The · best way to combat it is to sa:y 
something so interesting ,or compelling that the prospect~ 
ive respondent feels that it is important that you talk to 
him instead of other people. 
D. Few people are :as yet ful:cy aware of surveys ·and how 
people are questioned in order to obtain useful results. 
The interviewer, tQ gain a pel~son!. s cooperation, must be 
able to present his stud;y in a straightforward way and 
in language which is readily comprehensible. 
· ...:-·~ 
,_ 
E. Some people feel that .answeing questions Jilay be re-
vealing in some manner detrimental to themselves. Meet 
this iituation by removing the emphasis from •question-
inga .and placing it rather on a discussions• or "opinions." 
EXPLAIN Tilll.T THE OPINIONS YOU ~'ILL RECORD ARE KEPT COi~­
FIDENTLAL. 
F. !An explanation that there are no right or wrong answers 
will most often overcome the fear some respondents hold 
that they cannot -give intelligent answers. 
G. It is possible to bias a survq ma.terial..4' by avoid-
ing those people who give you & direct refusal. DON!_T 
GIVE UP TOO Et.SILY. Be patient and calm and pleasantly 
conversational. You will be surprised how many times 
you -.ill be able to persuade such a person to tal.k to 
you. 
88; 
jAsking ~ QJ.!estions: 
Obviously ;a survey, donducted nth :a questionnaire which has 
entirely different meanings for different people would not be a sur-
vey at -all, since the data derived from ·it would have no true mean-
ing. It is, thus, exceedingly important that interviewers do not 
take it upon themselves t ·o · ilimprove" on the questionnaire form or 
the question included. 
Learn the kind of questions which are being asked -and the 
general order in ·which they fall before you start to interview. 00 
NOT MEMORIZE THEM, SINCE THIS YIELDS :A STILTED IMPRESSION. Be care-
ful of voice inflections. You can sound sarcastic or doubting mere-
ly by ;adopting .:a certain tone of voice. DO NOT RUOH THE RESPONDENT • 
. !Ask question in the order in which they .appear on the ques-
tionnaire. 
Do not explain the meaning the questions have. IJhen asked to 
explain simply repeat the question. Often this will have the desired 
effect. Some respondents may ask for definition of terms such as 
"neighborhood, 11 11famil:y, a etc. The recomnended reply to such an in-
quiry is merely to state whatever the respondent thinks it means is 
sufficient. 
llsk .iLL the questicns which are applicable. Be sure to use 
:all. transition statements precisely as written on the quesiionnaire. 
You should develop the habit of stimulating the respondent to talk 
and then listen carefully to what he says. Sometimes a nod of the 
head is sufficient or remarks like •I see ldlat you mean, 11 11Rea.lly?·" 
or 1'That !.s interesting" will keep the respondent vxpressing his 
ideas and thinking further about the topic. 
Recording .<Answers to Questions: 
•. 
Responses should :always be written in the respondent!s own 
words. This usual.:cy means using the first person rather than the 
impersonal third person. ~bove -all, YOU SHOULD NOT EDIT THE RESPOND-
ENT! S CO.wmNTS IN ,ANY WAY. Write them dolm exactly as the respond-
ent said them, even if it means using bad gramnar, profanity or 
purely localized expressions • 
.Another form of f,aulty recording involves the tecrlili.que of 
sWIIIlarizing. iihile the interviewer may find this method a labor-
saving device, he may unwittingly distort the respondent~s meaning. 
Use the dash (-) to punctuate the respondent~s comments can lead 
to different interpretations of the response., . 
Do not accept the off-hand or lazy •don!_t know" response. Re-
peat the question and probe conversation~ until you have obtained 
a better :answer or until you are absolutely convinced he really does 
not lmow. 'When 'a question :asks how a specific individual feels about 
:a certain issue do not .accept responses like n~ husban feels ••• n 
Frequently you will be told in your questionnaire instructions 
to •probe" for an answer. Neutral probes .are particularly effective 
Ydlen you are interested in getting reasons for existing ipinions or 
:answers. Effective probe_s include queries such ;as ":anything else" and 
~bat in particular do )ou have in mind therel• or aHow do you mean~'" 
The interviewer should indicate the precise probe used through ab-
breViations in parentheses on the questionnaire, e.g. (else) meaning 
the probe-anything else? was utilized. iA PROBE SHOULD NEVER BE 
RASED ON ANY ASSUMPTION MADE BY THE INTERVllliER. 
Every interviewer, from time to time, comes upon a difficult 
or inar:ticulate respondent. These people need special care. You 
tdll find that more and clearer ellplanations are necessary. Above 
aLl , take time. Let the respondent think out the problem for him-
self. Do not prompt him--except with neutval remarks--and make the 
most of the leads he offers you. Do not let him e:s:cape you because 
he is just .as important to the sample as any coherent respondent. 
Generally speaking, new interviewers all indicate difficulty 
in handling questions that get personal facts about respondents and 
members of their families. However, it is felt that many often 
overestimate the difficulty of this problem. It is certain that an 
interviewer!.s attitude is likely to influence the manner in which 
it is <asked. We all lmow that if we approach questions to get personal 
facts with the idea that they are personal and likely to embarass the 
respondent, they will probably have just that effect on the respondent. 
In other words, the state of mind of the interviewer probably has far 
more to do Yrith getting refusals than any other one thing. Therefore, 
it is extremely important that the interviewer! s lmowledge of why 
he is asking for personal facts and how they are to be used in the 
survey analysis is assured. 
Fif..CALLY: 
It should be constantly in the mind of the interviewer that 
he can affirmatively answer these introspective questions: 
90. 
1. Did I study the survey before I started the actual field 
work? 
2. Did I select rey respondents -according to the specificat-
ions without any deviation from the rules? 
3. Did I conduct each interview exactly as was indicated 
in rey instructions'l' 
4· Did I get complete information in each case and answerx 
to every question?. 
5. Are rey answers written in the respondents! s o:wn words'2· 
6.. Did I :avoid asking leading 11{\lestions or maldng su.ggestive 
comments?. 
7. Is rey handwriting clear and legible? 
8. Have I done anything in the work which should be reported 
to the study directors for use as they see fit? 
9. Have I met the time schedule given me .and have I done 
everything that I should have done-z· · 
10. Do I believe that 1 have done this work to the best of 
rey ability and to the best of .rey knowledge of the 
proper way to conduct field work'!' 
The major portion of this digest was .adapted from MANUAL FOR INTER-
'Vm'lliRS prepared by National. .Analysts, 1425 Chestnut Street, Phila-
delphia, 2, Pa. 
